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Note on the translation 


In this translation we have sought to render Proclus’ text in a form 
that pays attention to contemporary ways of discussing and translating 
ancient philosophy, while trying to present the content as clearly as pos- 
sible, and without misrepresenting what has been said or importing too 
much interpretation directly into the translation. We have not sought to 
reproduce Proclus’ sentence structure where this seemed to us to create 
a barrier to smooth reading, for which reason line and page numbers will 
involve a degree of imprecision. We have found the French translation 
by A. J. Festugiére an invaluable starting-point, and it is still a useful 
and largely faithful rendition of Proclus’ Greek.’ However, we consider 
it worthwhile to try to make the philosophical content and arguments 
of Proclus’ text as plain as possible. Something of our intentions can be 
deduced from the translation and commentary that Tarrant produced 
cooperatively with Robin Jackson and Kim Lycos on Olympiodorus’ 
Commentary on the Gorgias.* 

We believe that the philosophy of late antiquity now stands where 
Hellenistic philosophy did in the early 1970s. It is, at least for the Anglo- 
analytic tradition in the history of philosophy, the new unexplored terri- 
tory.’ The most impressive contribution to studies in this area in the past 
fifteen years has been the massive effort, coordinated by Richard Sorabji, 
to translate large portions of the Greek Commentators on Aristotle.* 
R. M. van den Berg has provided us with Proclus’ Hymns, while John 


* 


Festugiére, (1966-8). We are enormously indebted to Festugiére’s fine work, even if we 

have somewhat different aims and emphases. Our notes on the text are not intended to 

engage so regularly with the text of the Chaldean Oracles or the Orphic fragments, or 
the history of religion. We have preferred to comment on those features of Proclus’ text 
that place it in the commentary tradition. 

? Jackson et al. (1998). 

3 To be sure, some of the seminal texts for the study of Neoplatonism have been available 
for some time. These include: Dillon (1973), Dodds (1963), Morrow (1970), Morrow 
and Dillon (1987), O’Neill (1965). There are also the translations by Thomas ‘Taylor 
(1758-1835). While these constitute a considerable achievement, given the manuscripts 
from which Taylor was working and the rate at which he completed them, they cannot 
compare well with modern scholarly editions. 

4 The Ancient Commentators on Aristotle (Duckworth and Cornell University Press). The 

first volume in the series, Christian Wildberg’s translation of Philoponus’ Against Aristotle 

on the Eternity of the World, appeared in 1987. There are a projected 60 volumes including 


1x 


Note on the translation 


Finamore and John Dillon have made Iamblichus’ De Anima available in 
English.5 Sorabji’s Commentators series now includes an English trans- 
lation of Proclus’ essay on the existence of evil.° There is also a new 
edition of Proclus’ eighteen arguments for the eternity of the world.’ 
We hope that our efforts will add something to this foundation for the 
study of late antiquity. If we have resolved ambiguities in Proclus’ text 
without consideration of all the possibilities, or failed to note the con- 
nections between a particular passage in the Tizmaeus commentary and 
another elsewhere, then we can only plead that our team is working to 
begin the conversation, not to provide the final word. 

In all five volumes in this series, the text used is that of Diehl. His 
page numbers and line numbers are reproduced in the margins; the 
page numbers are in bold. Deviations from that text are recorded in 
the footnotes. On the whole, where there are not philological matters 
at issue, we have used transliterated forms of Greek words in order to 
make philosophical points available to an audience with limited or no 
knowledge of Greek. 

Neoplatonism has a rich technical vocabulary that draws somewhat 
scholastic distinctions between, say, intelligible (moétos) and intellectual 
(noeros) entities. To understand Neoplatonic philosophy it is necessary 
to have some grasp of these terms and their semantic associations, and 
there is no other way to do this than to observe how they are used. 
We mark some of the uses of these technical terms in the translation 
itself by giving the transliterated forms in parantheses. On the whole, 
we do this by giving the most common form of the word - that is, the 
nominative singular for nouns and the infinitive for verbs — even where in 
the corresponding Greek text the noun is in the dative or the verb a finite 
form. This allows the Greekless reader to recognize occurrences of the 
same term, regardless of the form used in the specific context at hand. We 
have deviated from this practice where it is a specific form of the word 
that constitutes the technical term — for example, the passive participle 
of metechein for ‘the participated’ (to metechomenon) or comparative forms 
such as ‘most complete’ (te/edtaton). We have also made exceptions for 
technical terms using prepositions (e.g. kat’ aitian, kath’ hyparxin) and for 


works from Alexander Aphrodisias, Themistius, Porphyry, Ammonius, Philoponus and 
Simplicius. 

5 Van den Berg (2001), Finamore and Dillon (2002). Other important, but somewhat 
less recent, additions to editions and modern language translations of key Neoplatonic 
texts include: Segonds (1985-6) and the completion of the Platonic Theology, Saffrey and 
Westerink (1968-97). 

© Opsomer and Steel (2003). 

7 Lang and Macro (2001). Cf. the first translation of the reply to Proclus by the Christian 
Neoplatonist, Philoponus, Share (2005). 


Note on the translation 


adverbs that are terms of art for the Neoplatonists (e.g. protés, physikés). 
This policy is sure to leave everyone a little unhappy. Readers of Greek 
will find it jarring to read ‘the soul’s vehicles (ochéma)’ where the plural 
‘vehicles’ is followed by the singular form of the Greek noun. Equally, 
Greekless readers are liable to be puzzled by the differences between 
metechein and metechomenon or between protés and protos. But policies that 
leave all parties a bit unhappy are often the best compromises. In any 
event, all students of the Ti#zaeus will remember that a generated object 
such as a book is always a compromise between Reason and Necessity. 

We use a similar system of transliteration to that adopted by the 
Ancient Commentators on Aristotle series. The salient points may be sum- 
marized as follows. We use the diaeresis for internal breathing, so that 
‘immaterial’ is rendered aylos, not abylos. We also use the diaeresis to 
indicate where a second vowel represents a new vowel sound, e.g. aidios. 
Letters of the alphabet are much as one would expect. We use ‘y’ for u 
alone as in physis or bypostasis, but ‘w’ for u when it appears in diphthongs, 
e.g. ousia and entautha. We use ‘ch’ for y, as in psyché. We use ‘rh’ for 
initial p as in rhétor; ‘nk’ for yx, as in ananké; and ‘ng’ for yy, as in angelos. 
The long vowels n and w are, of course, represented by é and 6, while 
iota subscripts are printed on the line immediately after the vowel as in 
diogenés for woyevi\s. There is a Greek word index to each volume in 
the series. In order to enable readers with little or no Greek to use this 
word index, we have included an English-Greek glossary that matches 
our standard English translation for important terms, with its Greek 
correlate given both in transliterated form and in Greek. For example, 
‘procession: proddos, 1pd08os’. 


The following abbreviations to other works of Proclus are used: 


in Tim. = Procli in Platonis Timaeum commentaria, ed. E. Diehl, 3 vols. 
(Leipzig: Teubner, 1903-6) 

in Remp. = Procli in Platonis Rem publicam commentarii, ed. W. Kroll, 
2 vols. (Leipzig: Teubner, 1899-1901 

in Parm. = Procli commentarius in Platonis Parmenidem (Prochi philosophi 
Platonici opera inedita pt. III), ed. V. Cousin (Paris: Durand, 1864; 
repr. Hildesheim: Olms, 1961). 

in Alc. = Proclus Diadochus: Commentary on the first Alcibiades of Plato, 
ed. L. G. Westerink (Amsterdam: North-Holland, 1954). Also used 
is A. Segonds (ed.), Proclus: Sur le premier Alcibiade de Platon, vols. I 
et II (Paris, 1985-6). 

in Crat. = Procli Diadochi in Platonis Cratylum commentaria, ed. G. 
Pasquali (Leipzig: Teubner, 1908) 

ET = The Elements of Theology, ed. E. R. Dodds, 2nd edition (Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 1963) 
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Plat. Theol. = Proclus: Théologie Platonicienne, ed. H. D. Saftrey and L. 
G. Westerink, 6 vols. (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1968-97) 

de Aet. = Proclus: on the Eternity of the World, ed. H. Lang and A. D. 
Macro (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2001) 

de Mal. = De Malorum Subsistentia, ed. H. Boese (Berlin: De Gruyter, 
1960), trans. J. Opsomer and C. Steel, Proclus: On the Existence of 
Evils (London: Duckworth, 2003) 


Proclus frequently mentions previous commentaries on the Timaeus, 
those of Porphyry and Iamblichus, for which the abbreviation in Tim. is 
again used. Relevant fragments are found in 


R. Sodano, Porphyrii in Platonis Timaeum Fragmenta, (Naples: Istituto 
della Stampa, 1964) and 

John Dillon, Iamblichi Chalcidensis in Platonis Dialogos Commentariorum 
Fragmenta, (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1973). 


Proclus also frequently confirms his understanding of Plato’s text by 
reference to two theological sources: the ‘writings of Orpheus’ and the 
Chaldean Oracles. For these texts, the following abbreviations are used: 


Or. Chald. = Ruth Majercik, The Chaldean Oracles: Text, Translation 
and Commentary (Leiden: Brill, 1989) 
Orph. fr. = Orphicorum fragmenta, ed. O. Kern. (Berlin: Weidmann, 
1922) 
Majercik uses the same numeration of the fragments as E. des Places in 
his Budé edition of the text. 

References to the text of Proclus’ in Timaeum (as also of in Remp. and 
in Crat.) are given by ‘Teubner volume number, followed by page and 
line numbers, e.g. im Tim. II. 2.19. References to the Platonic Theology are 
given by Book, chapter, then page and line number in the Budé edition. 
References to the Elements of Theology are given by proposition number. 

Proclus’ commentary is punctuated only by the quotations from 
Plato’s text upon which he comments: the lemmata. These quotations of 
Plato’s text and subsequent repetitions of them in the discussion that 
immediately follows that lemma are in bold. We have also followed 
Festugiére’s practice of inserting section headings so as to reveal what 
we take to be the skeleton of Proclus’ commentary. These headings are 
given in centred text, in italics. Within the body of the translation itself, 
we have used square brackets to indicate words that need perhaps to 
be supplied in order to make the sense of the Greek clear. Where we 
suppose that Greek words ought to be added to the text received in the 
manuscripts, the supplements are marked by angle brackets. 
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THE STRUCTURE OF BOOK 3 OF 
PROCLUS’ COMMENTARY 


The portion of Proclus’ commentary translated in this volume takes 
in Timaeus 3 1b-34b in which Plato describes the body of the universe. 
However, Book 3 of Proclus’ commentary — equivalent to volume II 
of the Teubner text of the in Timaeum — spans Timaeus 31a to 37¢ and 
thus includes Timaeus’ discourse on the construction the World Soul 
and its union with the body of the universe. Because of the wealth of 
detail involved in Book 3 as a whole, the translators have taken the 
decision to dedicate a volume each to the body and soul of the uni- 
verse (volumes III and IV respectively). The final volume of our series 
(volume V) will condense into one the translation of Books 4 and 5 of 
Proclus’ commentary — equivalent to the third volume in the Teubner 
series of Proclus’ text. 

‘The question of the skopos' or target of the Timaeus in general is taken 
up in the introduction to volume I. Notionally, the skopos of the dialogue 
is supposed to be physiologia or the study of the realm of nature (I. 1.17- 
20). ‘Nature’ here should be given its Aristotelian sense: what is at issue is 
the realm of things that change. This will include the body of the world 
as well as its soul, the individual heavenly gods such as stars and planets, 
as well as the kinds and individuals that inhabit the sublunary realm. 
However, we must remember Proclus’ views on (what he takes to be) the 
characteristically Platonic manner of explaining things in the realm of 
nature by reference to productive, paradigmatic and final causes (I. 2.1- 
9).’ By his lights, Plato’s exploration of the subject matter of physiologia 
traces the explanation of these things back up to the Demiurge, the 
paradigm of the All-Perfect Living Being, and the Good. Moreover, the 
universe that is described as if it came to be in the Timaeus is itself a 
‘visible god’ (34ab). Thus from Proclus’ point of view, the Tizmaeus is 
actually a profoundly theological work. 


T On the concept of skopos, see Mansfeld (1994) and, earlier, Praechter (1990), 45-7. 

? On Plato’s distinctive method in physiologia and explanation by true causes, see Lernould 
(2001), 105. Lernould’s book, however, mostly concentrates on the structure of Proclus’ 
commentary in Books 1 and 2 (= Diehl vol. I). 
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In Book 3, this concern with the productive and paradigmatic causes 
of the visible cosmos is pursued through the theme of the ten gifts of 
the Demiurge. Proclus considers in this section of the text what the 
Demiurge is said to do and divides this activity into ten gifts that ‘the 
god who exists eternally’ provides to ‘the god who will at some time be’ 
(Tim. 34ab). These gifts are catalogued at in Tim. IL. 5.17-31. 


1. The cosmos is perceptible by virtue of being composed of fire and 
earth. The nature of these elements requires that there should 
also be the intermediates, air and water (Tim. 3 1b). 

2. The elements within it are bound together through proportion 
(analogia: Tim. 3 1c). 

3. Itis a whole constituted of wholes (Tim. 32c). 

4. Its spherical shape makes it most similar to itself and similar to 
the paradigm upon which it is modelled (Tim. 3 3b). 

5. It is self-sufficient, lacking organs for nutrition or sensation of 
anything external to it. This gift of the Demiurge has moral and 
theological import, since self-sufficiency is a property of what is 
good and characteristic of divine beings (Tim. 33cd). 

6. The motion of the world’s spherical shape upon its axis makes it 

similar to the motion of Intellect (Tim. 34a; cf. Laws 10, 898a). 

. The world’s body is animated by a divine world soul (Tim. 34b). 

. Ithas a revolution in time and is thus ‘a moving image of eternity’ 

(Tim. 36e-374). 

g. The cosmos has the heavenly bodies in it, which Plato describes 
as the ‘instruments of time’ and Proclus as ‘sanctuaries of the 
gods’ (Tim. 39d; in Tim. Il. 5.28). 

10. Finally, the Demiurge makes the visible world complete or perfect 
(teleios). By virtue of all the living things within it, it is an imitation 
of its paradigm, the fourfold All-Perfect Living Being (Tim. 3 9e- 
40a). 


com! 


This theme of ten Demiurgic gifts is carried forward from Book 3 
through Book 4 and serves as one of the means by which Proclus orga- 
nizes his discussion of Plato’s text. It allows him to develop further what 
he sees as the physico-theological character of the dialogue, since it orga- 
nizes the text by reference to two gods: the one who bestows the gifts, 
and the “created” god upon whom the gifts are bestowed. The proper- 
ties with which the universe is endowed are suitable qualities to make 
it divine since they promote the similarity between the visible model 
and its paradigm found in Intellect: the All-Perfect Living Being itself. 
This paradigm is, of course, itself an intelligible god in Proclus’ scheme 
of things, being located in the third of the triads that constitute Being 
(Plat. Theol. III. 53.26). 


The structure of Book 3 


The ten gifts of the Demiurge provide one means by which the skopos 
of the dialogue as a whole — distinctively Platonic “divine” physiology — is 
more narrowly specified in Book 3. Another theme that Proclus pursues 
in Book 3 is that of the contrast between wholes and parts. 

At the outset of Book 1, Proclus specifically identifies ways in which 
Plato investigates physiologia. At different points it may seek these matters 
in images, at others in paradigms. Sometimes it looks at things as wholes, 
while at other times it moves at the level of parts (I. 1.17-20). In his 
commentary in Books 1 and 2, the contrast between investigating nature 
in images and paradigms has been to the fore. The recapitulation of the 
Republic and the narrative of Atlantis have been investigations carried 
through in images (I. 4.7). Book 2 tends to be dominated by the inves- 
tigation of physiology through paradigms, since this portion of the text 
is chiefly taken up with issues surrounding the nature of the Demiurge 
and the paradigm to which he looks in generating the sensible cosmos. 

Immediately at the beginning of Book 3, Proclus revisits the theme 
of wholes and parts which has hithertofore been less obvious. We can 
conceptualize the creation of the universe as a sequence of foundational 
acts (bypostasis). In the first hypostasis, only wholeness (ho/otés) is at issue. 
In this way of looking at the universe, we consider it as an imitation of 
the All-Perfect Living Thing. Given the nature of its paradigm, it must 
then be something living, possessed of intellect and divine. The second 
foundation ‘divides the cosmos by wholes and brings about the creation 
of whole parts’ (holon meros, Il. 2.12-14). By these ‘whole parts’ he means 
the essence of the soul considered in itself, and the body of the world 
similarly considered. Finally, there is a third foundational act in which 
the cosmos is divided into parts and each of the portions is completed or 
filled out. Here too, there are ‘whole parts’: 


The third foundation comes next which involves cutting the universe into parts 
and completing each of the portions. Plato provides an account of how fire, how 
air, how water and how earth itself have come to be when at last he looks at 
the ‘body-making’ activity (sématourgiké energeia) of the Demiurge. But even in 
these matters, he does not descend to the level of particulars, but remains at the 
level of elements considered in their entirety. For the wholesale creation (holé 
démiourgia) of the wholes is one that involves whole parts, but [the creation of] 
individuals (atoma) and genuine particulars (ontés merika) he gives to the young 
gods (42d6). (in Tim. IIL. 2.22-3.2) 


Unlike the ten gifts of the Demiurge, these three foundations should 
not be thought of as exclusive divisions of the narrative structure of the 
dialogue. The first foundation can be seen in this way: it refers to the 
portion of Timaeus’ account that comes before 31b. But the second and 
third foundations coincide if considered as segments of the dialogue. 
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At no point does Plato’s text really consider the world’s body or soul in 
itself, as opposed to considering the elements from which they are made 
up. Thus, Timaeus immediately argues from the fact that the Demiurge 
made the world’s body visible and tangible that it must have fire and earth 
in its composition (Tim. 3 1b4). This, in turn, requires the presence of air 
and water as middle terms to create a continuous geometrical proportion 
that unifies this body. Similarly with the World Soul: the first thing that 
‘Timaeus tells us about are the ‘elements’ from which it is composed: 
a mixture of the divisible and indivisible kinds of Being, Sameness and 
Difference (Tim. 34br1o). So unlike the organizing schema of the ten gifts 
to the cosmos, the three foundations are thematic — not narrative. 

What of the cental role played by the notion of ‘whole’ and ‘part’ 
in this thematization of the subject matter of the text that Proclus now 
proposes to discuss? In particular, what is a ‘whole part’? Moreover, 
what is the relation between the ‘division by wholes’ (kath’ hola diairein, 
II. 2.13) of the second foundation and the cutting into parts (kata meré 
temnein, II. 2.22) of the third? 

Proclus’ use of whole and part as a theme is doubtless grounded in 
Plato’s text. After all, it is Plato who describes the Demiurge as creating 
‘a whole composed out of wholes’ (Ti. 33a). Proclus quotes this text 
in a variety of places and not all of them appear to divide or thematize 
the dialogue in ways that are entirely consistent with the opening of 
Book 3.3 The general tenor of these remarks is that what is a whole 
composed of wholes is ever so more unified and complete than a whole 
composed of parts. 

Along with this textual grounding, there is the semantic association 
of ‘whole’ with the term for a universal — Aristotle’s ‘katholow’ being from 
‘kata holon’, of course.* And naturally the Neoplatonists suppose that 
universals exhibit more of the character of the One than do particulars. 
After all, universals manage to be one and the same thing across all their 
many instances.’ So one way to think of ‘a whole composed of wholes’ 


3 In particular, see II. 281.23-30. Here too we are told that the creation of the universe 
is threefold. But it is far from clear that this architectonic matches the one before us. In 
the first creation, the universe is brought forth from the elements bound by proportion 
and this makes it a ‘whole composed out of wholes’ (Tim. 337). In the second, though, 
we find the arrangement of ‘whole spheres’ — its composition from the elements making 
it impossible that it should not be divided into spheres. These spheres will be the spatial 
counterparts of the circles in the soul. Finally, there is a third creation in which the 
universe is filled up with particular or partial living things (merikén zd6n). These are the 
heavenly, aerial, terrestial and aquatic kinds of Timaeus 39e—40. 

4 Cf. Phys. 1.1, 184424, ‘a universal is a kind of whole, comprehending many things within 

it, like parts’. 

See, for example, Plotinus IV.1.1 where the divisibility of the universal across its instances 

is unfavourably contrasted with the utter divisibility of bodies. 
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would be the peculiar kind of “composition” of the genus by all its various 
species. Proclus, of course, does not think that the species constitute all 
the ways of being the genus and so exhaust the being of the genus. The 
Neoplatonists turn Aristotle’s mysterious doctrine of the genus as matter 
on its head. The genus is the power of the species and it is prior to them. 
In spite of the limitations of the analogy between material composition 
and the relation between genus and species, Proclus thinks that the uni- 
verse has a kind of wholeness that is a reflection of the wholeness had by 
its paradigm: the intelligible Living Being Itself.° This is a whole which 
includes the wholes ‘being a heavenly living being’, ‘being a terrestrial 
living thing’ and so on. 

This parallel between the universe and its intelligible paradigm helps 
us to understand why Proclus describes the universe as a whole in the 
manner of a whole — a whole holikés (in Tim. IL. 62.1-9). This status is 
contrasted with the ‘whole parts’ or being a part that exists holikés. These 
‘whole parts’ are characteristic of the second and third foundations we 
are presently considering. What are they? 

The distinction is, I believe, a reflection in the sensible realm of a 
similar distinction drawn by Proclus in the intelligible realm. According 
to ET 180, the Unparticipated Intellect is a whole simpliciter because it 
has all its parts within itself bo/ikés. By contrast, each partial or particular 
intellect has the whole in the parts and is thus all things merikés. I think 
we may infer that whatever is a// things in the manner of a part is a part 
in the manner of a whole. So ‘all things in the manner of a part’ (panta 
merikés) equals ‘a part in the manner ofa whole’ (meré holikos). What then 
is this? When Proclus contrasts the unparticipated with the participated 
intellects, he intends a greater degree of speciation, and thus plurality, 
in the latter than in the former. Each participated intellect is such that, 
though all Forms are in it implicitly, one Form in particular stands out 
from it explicitly (ET 170). All the Forms must be in it implicitly in light 
of the dictum that ‘all things are in all, but in each appropriately’. So if 
a particular intellect is a part in the manner of a whole — a meré holikés — 
it contains in a partial or implicit way (merikés) all the things that the 
whole of which it is a part contains in the manner of a whole. That this 
is so is confirmed by the disambiguation of the word ‘part’ that Proclus 
offers in his Parmenides commentary: 


So that which has the same elements as the whole, and has everything in the 
manner of a part (merikés) that the whole has in the manner of a whole (Aolikés), 
we term a part. For instance, each of the many intellects is a part of the whole 


® At another point at which Proclus invokes Timaeus 3347, he notes that the four kinds 
of living being do not constitute or make up (sympléroun) the intelligible Living Being 
Itself. Rather, they are included within it (periechomenos), in Tim. II. 147.9-12. 
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Intellect, even though all of the Forms are in each [but not holikés]. The sphere 
of the fixed stars is a part of the universe, even though it is inclusive of all 
things contained within it, but in a different manner than the cosmos. (in Parm. 
1112.26-33) 


Using this as a guide to the sense of ‘whole parts’ in the second and 
third foundations referred to in the Timaeus commentary, we may say 
that the World Body and World Soul contain all that is contained in 
their paradigm in a manner that exhibits further speciation and plurality. 
The division of the universe into a psychic and corporeal element is a 
division in terms of wholes (kath’ hola) because, while body and soul are 
‘parts’, they are parts that any sensible living thing must have. This kath’ 
hola division in the second foundation may then be contrasted with the 
division in terms of parts (kata meré) in the third foundation. Here we 
discuss the particular composition of the World Body and World Soul 
from the four elements and the divisible and indivisible kinds of Being, 
Sameness and Difference respectively. These parts are more specific and 
involve yet more plurality. But in spite of this fact, these parts are still 
supposed to exhibit something analogous to the way in which all the 
Forms are implicit within a particular intellect, though one stands out. 
In the case of the elements from which the World Body is composed, 
this idea of containing all things merikés is to be explained by the fact 
that in order to be a single, visible body it must contain all four elements 
unified by proportion. Similarly, in order to be the very thing that it is, 
the World Soul must be a synthesis of Being, Sameness and Difference. 

These two devices — the gifts of the Demiurge and the theme of 
whole and part — provide narrative and thematic frameworks, respec- 
tively, within which Proclus supposes Plato’s text is organized. Let us 
now turn to some of the important points that he purports to find within 
this framework. 


ISSUES IN PROCLUS’ COMMENTARY 


Because of the commentary form and because of Proclus’ attempt to 
engage both with Plato’s text and with the philosophical problems that 
it generates at a variety of levels, it is often hard to discern the important 
contributions that Proclus makes. The general line of argument gets lost 
in the welter of particular detail. In what follows we consider Proclus’ 
commentary on the body of the world from a higher vantage point in 
order to provide the context for some of his interpretations of Plato. We 
will explain in general terms how he reads Plato’s text, and also how he 
meets criticisms of the views that he attributes to Plato. 
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Elements, proportions and the aether 


The first fifty pages of Proclus’ commentary in this volume are domi- 
nated by considerations about the nature and number of the elements. 
Though Plato’s text does not discuss the composition of the heavenly 
bodies until 40a, the question of the existence of the Aristotelian fifth 
element is raised by Proclus in his remarks on 31b5—g.’ Proclus’ response 
to Aristotle on the composition of the heavens and the fifth element is 
given piece by piece in the commentary. Its overall structure is thus hard 
to discern. The response has both a positive and a negative aspect.® 

On one hand, Proclus criticizes Aristotle’s argument from On the heav- 
ens 1.2. This argument does not, in fact, preclude the possibility that the 
heavens are composed primarily of fire, if we deny certain Aristotelian 
assumptions about the natural motions of the elements. Specifically, 
Aristotle had argued that corresponding to each simple element there is 
a simple natural motion. Each element also has a natural place at which it 
is naturally at rest. The place of earth is at the centre of the universe and 
thus its natural motion is down or toward the centre. The natural motion 
of fire is upward toward its natural place. Air and water have a natural 
place intermediate between these. The four sublunary elements thus all 
have motions up or down. But if the motion of the heavens is natural and 
not forced, it must be because the heavenly bodies are composed of an 
element whose natural motion is circular. But this can’t be fire, since fire’s 
natural motion is up. Nor can it be any of the other sublunary elements. 
So the heavens must be composed of a fifth element, the aether. 

Earlier critics had called into question Aristotle’s doctrine of natural 
place, but this was an aspect of Aristotle’s physics that the Neoplatonists 
sought to retain. Plotinus had also denied that fire was ever naturally 
at rest. Elements in their natural place either rest or move in a circle. 
However, Plotinus had no theory of the elements that might explain why 
this should be so. 

Proclus gives us such a theory. This is the positive aspect of his 
response to Aristotle. According to this theory, each element is char- 
acterized by three defining properties — not two, as in Aristotle’s theory. 
Among fire’s defining properties is being easily moved. By contrast, earth 


7 The text of the lemma in question is: “That which comes to be must be corporeal 
(sématoeidés) and so visible and tangible. But nothing could come to be visible without 
fire, nor tangible without something solid, and nothing could come to be solid without 
earth. For these reasons when the god began making the body of the universe, he made 
it from fire and earth.’ Proclus introduces an Aristotelian objection that fire is not the 
only element through which things are visible. The sun and stars are visible, but they 
are not composed of fire (II. 9.7-10.16). 

8 These ideas are pursued in more detail in Baltzly (2002). 
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is moved only with difficulty. This explains why each behaves differently 
when it reaches its natural place. But Proclus’ theory of the elements 
is integrated with his account of the proportion (analogia) that binds 
together all four elements in the Timaeus (3 1b-32b). It is a mathemat- 
ical physics in the sense that Proclus supposes that the transformation 
of the elements into one another is strongly parallel to the arithmeti- 
cal method through which you find the middle terms in a geometric 
proportion between similar solid numbers or cubes. ‘To fully appreciate 
the depth of Proclus’ theory of the elements and thus the force of his 
response to Aristotle, more needs to be said about proportions in the 
Timaeus. 


Proportions in the Timaeus 

First let us consider the way in which proportion crops up in Plato’s 
text. An understanding of these proportions is important not only for 
an appreciation of Proclus’ theory of the elements, but simply for an 
understanding of his commentary on Timaeus 34a-b. 


¢ In 34a-b, the body of the world is shown to contain four elements 
by appeal to an argument that relies on (at least an analogy with) 
mathematical proportion. Since the cosmos is a four-dimensional 
solid, and solid numbers require two middle terms — not just one — 
to establish a geometric proportion, the world must contain air and 
water in addition to the elements of fire and earth which are respon- 
sible for its visible and tangible nature (3 1b). 

¢ In 35b—c, Timaeus describes the Demiurge taking portions of the 
substance from which he constitutes the soul of the world. These 
portions form two instances of continuous geometric proportion: I, 
2, 4, 8 and 1, 3, 9, 27. 

° In 35c-36a, the Demiurge ‘fills in’ the intervals between these 
sequences with the arithmetic and harmonic means to obtain the 
sequences: I, 4/3, 3/2, 2, 8/3, 3, 4, 16/3, 6, 8 and I, 3/2, 2, 3, 9/2, 6, 
9, 27/2, 18, 27. (Original portions are indicated in bold, harmonic 
means in italic, and arithmetic means by underlining.) 


The latter two texts fall outside the bounds of the present volume, but 
the arithmetic and harmonic proportions have been sometimes thought 
to be relevant to the text of 32a—-c. Hence it will do no harm to discuss 
them briefly here. 

Plato does not bother to explain what these various means are. Since 
the lectures on the Timaeus are for advanced students, Proclus also spends 
relatively little time in discussing the mathematical background to Plato’s 
text or to his remarks on that text. The Neoplatonic sequence of stud- 
ies would have included a background in mathematics — certainly prior 
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to the study of Plato, if not to the study of Aristotle. (Marinus is a bit 
unclear in his biography about whether Proclus’ own preparatory stud- 
ies in Alexandria, and of Aristotle’s logic under the tutelage of Olym- 
piodorus, coincided with his mathematical studies with Hero (Marinus, 
VProc. 9).) Yet Proclus does spend some time outlining the nature of the 
proportions in question (77 Tim. IL. 19.10-20; 20.2 1-23.8; 30.8-36.19), 
just as he quickly rehearses astronomical arguments for the sphericity of 
the cosmos (II. 73.26-75.18). One might suppose that this was simply to 
reawaken the memory of the salient facts in the mind of his audience. Or 
perhaps it is because his audience included some who had not undertaken 
the full course of studies as yet. 

The modern reader who wants to approach Proclus’ commentary 
in the spirit of fifth-century ap Platonism can do so by having Nico- 
machus’ Introduction to Arithmetic and Theon of Smyrna’s Mathemat- 
ics Useful for Understanding Plato at hand. Nicomachus of Gerasa was a 
Neopythagorean philosopher of the first or early second century ap. His 
Introduction takes the reader through the explanation of the importance 
of mathematical studies (I.1-6); the Pythagorean definition of number 
(1.7); their classifications of numbers (I.8—16); explanations of relations 
between numbers such as ‘the superparticular’ 7 + 1: 7 (I.17-II.5); “plane 
and solid” numbers (II.6-20); and the theory of proportions (II.2 1-9). 
‘Theon’s handbook is less detailed in its approach to Pythagorean number 
theory but includes a section on astronomy. Proclus was acquainted with 
both authors,’ but perhaps knows Nicomachus better. Proclus follows 
Iamblichus in questions about the central canon of Platonic works, so 
he may be assumed to have accepted Iamblichus’ views on the prepara- 
tion for the study of Plato’s philosophy as well. This may be true even 
if Proclus had a slightly different view on Plato’s Pythagoreanism than 
Iamblichus did.‘° Iamblichus clearly thought Nicomachus was valuable 
since he wrote a commentary on the Introduction to Arithmetic. It seems 
likely, though by no means certain, that Proclus possessed this work.** In 
fact, Marinus tells us that Proclus supposed that he had been Nicomachus 
in a previous life (VProc. 28)! 

What do these mathematical treatises tell us about the geometric, 
arithmetic and harmonic proportions?'* The term that is used most 


9 Theon of Smyrna is probably the Theon mentioned im Tim. I. 82.15. Nicomachus is 

named at II. 19.4 and 20.25. 

7° Q’ Meara (1989), 148. 

™ The index auctorum in Platonic Theology lists lamblichus’ commentary at IV. 99.20. But 
it is unclear to me whether Proclus is here drawing on Iamblichus’ commentary or on 
Nicomachus himself. 

? The history of the proportions is discussed in Heath (1921) vol. i, 85-90. The earliest 
definitions reported are those of Archytas in a fragment of his work On Music preserved 


Introduction to Book 3 


frequently for proportion is analogia. Writers of this period may also 
use ‘mean’ (mesotés), though the same term may also be used to denote 
the term between two others in a proportion."} Equally, authors may 
use to meson for either of these functions. This latter terminology is 
not innocent of other associations as well. It is associated with what is 
physically between things and this was doubtless the origin of its technical 
sense. There is also Aristotle’s use of the ‘middle term’ in a syllogism. 
Like the mean in a proportion, this binds together the premises and thus 
provides the bridge by means of which major and minor term can find 
their way into the conclusion. 
Nicomachus defines ‘proportion’ (analogia) as follows: 


in the proper sense, the combination of two or more ratios (Jogos), but by the 
more general definition the combination of two or more relations (schesis), even if 
they are not brought under the same ratio, but rather a difference or something 
else. 


In the strict sense, only geometric progressions such as 2, 4, 8 count 
as proportion, for the ratio of the first term to the middle term is the 
same as that of the middle to the last.'* But by extension, analogia may 
be applied to a sequence of three or more terms where the middle term 
or terms are such that it exceeds the previous term by the same amount 
that the subsequent term exceeds it."> In this case, the same relation 
obtains between each member of the sequence and we have an arithmetic 
proportion. The relation in the harmonic proportion is more complex. 
In the series 2, 3, 6, the middle term exceeds 2 by 1 which is , of 2. 
Likewise, the 6 exceeds the middle term by 3 which is likewise 7, of 6. 
So in the harmonic proportion, the middle term exceeds and is exceeded 
by the ‘same part’ of the extreme terms. ‘° 


in Porphyry and Iamblichus. The works of Nicomachus, ‘Theon and Pappus list seven 
further proportions, but the history and credit for them is somewhat disputed. In any 
case, the first three proportions are the ones relevant to Plato’s text and for this reason 
Proclus eschews discussion of the others (én Tim. II. 19.2). 

3 There summarize much of what may be found in Tracy (1969), Appendix I, and D’Ooge 
(1972), 264 n. 2. 

4 [Geometric proportion] ‘exists whenever, of three or more terms, as the greatest is to 
the next greatest, so the latter is to the one following, and if there are more terms, as this 
again is to the one following it, but they do not, however, differ by the same quantity, 
but rather by the same quality of ratio.’ Nicomachus, Arith. II. 24.1, trans. D’Ooge. Cf. 
Theon, 107.5 and 114.1 ff. 

5 Tt is an arithmetic proportion, then, whenever three or more terms are set forth in 

succession, or are so conceived, and the same quantitative difference is found to exist 

between the successive numbers, but not the same ratio among the terms one to another.’ 

Nicomachus, Arith. II. 23.1, trans. D’Ooge. Cf. Theon 113.18 ff. 

‘The proportion that is placed in the third order is the one called the harmonic, which 

exists whenever among three terms the mean on examination is observed to be neither 
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This way of spelling out the relations involved in the arithmetic and 
harmonic proportions is slightly awkward. The formulae for these pro- 
portions can be specified in modern mathematical notation. But doing 
so may make us miss some of the features of these proportions that the 
ancients thought of as relevant. So, for example, Proclus insists that all 
these proportions have their genesis in equality (in Tim. II. 20.1-9). How 
so? In the case of geometric proportion, the 7atio remains the same. In 
arithmetic proportion, the numbers differ by the same amount. In the 
harmonic proportion, one term exceeds another by the same part of the 
preceding term as it is exceeded by the subsequent term. Because he 
thinks about these proportions in this way, Proclus feels no hesitation 
in giving proportion a cosmogonic significance. Proportion has its gen- 
esis from Equality, and Equality, in turn, is analogous to Sameness, the 
Monad, the Limit, and to Similarity through which association (koinonia) 
is introduced to things. Sameness is a principle of unity, as opposed to 
Difference which is the principle of diversity and making many from 
one. As a result, proportion has the properties of uniformity (szonoeides), 
the capacity to bring things together and to make objects one. Thus for 
Proclus, these mathematical proportions are not merely mathematical. 
Like everything else in the middle orders of his ontology, they are simul- 
taneously images of higher principles and paradigms of things that come 


after them. 


The bond of the universe: Proclus and the problem of Tim. 3 1c4-32b9 

Plato builds a case for a theory that includes all four elements in the 
composition of the world’s body on the basis of some facts about the 
proportions just discussed. Exactly how he builds this case, however, has 
been the subject of dispute. This section examines Proclus’ contribution 
to the resolution of this dispute. 

Plato’s general strategy is clear enough. First, he notes that we can have 
cases where one mean can establish a continuous geometrical progression 
between two “somethings” (31c4-32a7). (I’m being intentionally vague 
here, because the interpretive problem turns on just what these “some- 
things” might be.) However, the cosmos is not merely a two-dimensional 
object. Rather, it is a solid. But solids, Plato tells us, require two middle 
terms to establish a continuous geometric progression (32a7—b5). Thus, 
between fire and earth, which are responsible for the visible and tangible 


in the same ratio to the extremes, antecedent of one and consequent of the other, as in 
the geometric proportion, nor with equal intervals but an inequality of ratios, as in the 
arithmetic, but on the contrary, as the greatest term is to the smallest, so the difference 
between greatest and mean terms is to the difference between mean and smallest term.’ 
Nicomachus, Arith. II. 25.1, trans. D’Ooge. Cf. Theon 114.14 ff. 
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character of the generated cosmos, we must locate two other elements 
(not just one), air and water (32b5-9). 

Several things about this argument require some explanation. Some 
of it is relatively easy and involves only a little mathematical background. 
‘Timaeus and Proclus speak of ‘plane’ and ‘solid’ numbers. This termi- 
nology evolved from the Pythagorean practice of representing numbers 
spatially. A plane number is one with two factors, corresponding to the 
sides of the gnomon or rectilinear arrangement of dots by means of which 
it might be represented. Thus Euclid 7, def. 16: ‘when two numbers 
multiplied together produce a third, the number so produced is called 
plane (epipedos), and the numbers which were multiplied are called its 
sides (pleurai). A number that is the product of three factors is called 
‘solid’. Euclid 7, def. 17: ‘when three numbers are multiplied together 
to produce a fourth, the number so produced is a solid (stereos) number 
and the numbers multiplied together are its sides’. Sguare numbers are 
a species of plane numbers where the sides are equal, and of course the 
length of the side corresponds to the square root of the number (def. 18). 
Oblong numbers are those where the sides are not equal. 8 and 27 are 
examples of cubic numbers and can be thought of as cubes with equal 
sides corresponding to their cube roots (def. 19). Finally, there is the 
terminology of similar numbers. Planes or solids are similar when their 
sides are in proportion (Euc. 7, def. 21). That is to say, ifa x b and 
c x dare similar plane numbers, then a:c :: b:d. The same applies for 
the case of similar solid numbers. In this case, ‘as length is to length, so 
breadth is to breadth and height is to height.’'? Naturally squares and 
cubes are all similar since their sides are exactly the same. So much then 
for the terminology. 

What are the actual mathematical relations? Euclid’s Elements shows 
that between any two square numbers one number can establish a geomet- 
ric proportion. However, to establish this proportion between two cubes, 
two means are necessary (Euc. 8, props. 11, 12). But this property is not 
limited to square and cube numbers: it is also true of similar planes and 
similar solids (Euc. 8, props. 18, 19). Itis not true of plane or solid num- 
bers generally. Indeed, the existence of a single mean between two num- 
bers is a sufficient condition for a number being a similar plane (Euc. 8, 
prop. 20) and the existence of two means in geometric proportion is a 
sufficient condition for the extreme terms being similar solids (Euc. 8, 
prop. 21). So much for the facts of the matter — the pragmata as Proclus 
would say. Let’s return to Plato’s text. 


7 Theon of Smyrna, 37.4 (Hiller). 
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The crucial lines are in the first step of the argument at Timaeus 3 1¢4— 
32b3. Everything from the second line on is easy enough: 


Now [when we have a case where] the middle term between any two of them is 
such that what the first term is to it, it is to the last, and conversely, what the 
last term is to the middle, it is to the first, then — since the middle term turns 
out to be both first and last, and the last and the first likewise turn out to be 
middle terms — they will all of necessity turn out to have the same relationship 
to each other, and given this, all of them will be unified. Therefore if the body 
of the universe had come to be as a plane, having no depth, a single middle term 
would have been sufficient to bind both itself and the things with it. But in fact 
it has been assigned to be a three-dimensional solid and solid things are never 
conjoined by a single middle term but always by two middles.*® 


The problem arises in the specification of the case in question. The 
Greek syntax in the first line can be taken in any of the following three 
ways: 


1. Whenever of any three numbers, whether ongkén or dynameén, the 
middle one is such that. . ."° 

2. Whenever of any three numbers, the middle one between any two 
which are ongkén or dynameén .. .*° 

3. Whenever of three numbers or ongkén or dynameén, the middle is 
such that. ..*" 


Since all three of these are syntactically possible, our decision must turn 
on the meaning of the terms in question. This takes us on to the semantic 
problem. This concerns how we are to understand the terms that have 
been left untranslated so far. The scholarly debate has centred on the 
question of what the dynameis in question are, and to a lesser extent the 
ongkoi. The problem is that the term dynamis (or dynameis, plural) can 
mean a power like heat. (In particular, among Neoplatonists like Proclus, 
it is frequently used as a word for property). In specifically mathematical 
contexts it means a square root or square number. But ‘dynamis’ finds 


18 The text reads: 61étav yap dpiOud tpiddv cite Sykoov cite Suvdueov dvtivavow Fj 1d 
LEoov, OTITTED TO TIPATOV TIPOS aUTI, TOUTO AUTO TIPds TO EoYaTOV, Kal TAAL atO1s, STI 
TO EOXATOV TIPds TO WETOV, TO HEDOV TIPS TO TIPHTOV, TOTE TO UETOV HEV TIPTOV Kai 
EoXATOV ylyvouEVov, TO 8 ~oXxaTov Kai TO TIPATOV av péoa GuPoTEpA, TravO’ OUTS eF 
cvaryKns TH AUTH eivar oUUBTOETAI, TA CUTE SE yevoueva GAATAOIS Ev TAVTA EOTAL. Ei NEV 
oUv étritreSov Lev, Babs Se uNdév Exov eS5e1 yiyveo8ai TO TOU TravTOs OMpa, Wia yeooTns av 
2Etpxel 32.b Th Te YEO’ AUTH CUVSEiV Kai EaUTTV, viv Sé oTEpEcElB7 Yap AUTOV TrPOOT}KEV 
eivoi, TH Se oTEpEd Lia Yev OUSETIOTE, BVO SE Kel UEOOTNTES OUVAPUSTTOUOIV. 

‘9 This option takes the genitives cite SyKoov cite Suvduewv with &piOudv Tpiddv. 

2° This option takes the genitives with 6 pégov. 

1 This option treats all three terms as linked by an implicit cite before &pi6yddv. 
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application in musical contexts too, where it can mean a pitch. Similarly, 
ongkoi can be solids or cube numbers. 

Heath built a case for treating the former as ‘square number’, since 
‘dunamis’ usually means ‘square root’ in mathematical contexts. One 
could then treat the ongkén as ‘solids’ or perhaps even ‘cubes’ to make it 
parallel to dynameén. But this suggestion faces certain problems. First, it 
is just not generally true that between any two square numbers there is 
a mean that is itself a square.** Second, as Plato’s text goes on to note, 
cubes require not one but two terms for geometric proportion. Thus the 
claim as stated is just false. One could only suppose that Plato has tripped 
over his words in his excitement to get to the four-term proportion that 
binds cubic numbers. Third, as noted above, the existence of a single 
geometric mean is not confined to squares: it is also true of similar plane 
numbers. 

The second syntactic alternative keeps the semantic treatment of 
dynameon as ‘square numbers’. This is the option that Cornford took 
in his translation and commentary on the Timaeus.*} This is fair enough, 
perhaps, but it still leaves the other two objections untouched. 

Pritchard considers the common premise in the Heath—Cornford 
position — that dynameén in this passage means ‘square number’ — and 
finds the evidence wanting.*+ This being so, it is perhaps just as well that 
Proclus takes the third syntactic alternative. 

This alternative is represented in the modern literature by Taylor.*> 
‘Taylor cites Proclus im Tim. II. 22.18 and claims that he is correct to 
construe Plato as discussing three alternatives — numbers, volumes and 
dunameis —in which the middle term may be such that ‘what the first term 
is to it, it is to the last, and, conversely, what the last is to the middle, it 
is to the first’ (32a1-4). Taylor also assumed, however, that all three pro- 
portions are under discussion here: the arithmetic, the geometric and the 
harmonic. Moreover, he supposed each of these is apportioned to a par- 
ticular alternative: the arithmetic to numbers, the geometric to volumes, 
and the harmonic to dynameis. Following Proclus, he treats these as musi- 
cal values or pitches ranging from high to low. This, Taylor supposed, 
correlated with the three Pythagorean studies of arithmetic, geometry 
and harmonics. But ‘Taylor actually misrepresents Proclus’ view. Proclus 
thinks that these means pertain especially to the corresponding substrates 


2? Heath himself points this out. Heath (192 1) vol. i, p. 89. 

?3 Cornford supposed that the first objection that Heath himself considered ‘can be obvi- 
ated by construing the genitives cite SyKoov cite SuvdpEe@v dvTiveovodv not (as is com- 
monly done) as in apposition to &pi8ydév, but as depending on 16 péoov. The effect is to 
make the limitation to cubes and squares apply only to the extremes.’ Cornford (1957), 


47- 
4 Pritchard (1990). ?5 Taylor (1928). 
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of numbers, magnitudes and pitches, but not exclusively. Moreover, while 
Proclus recognizes that the arithmetic and harmonic proportions can be 
called proportions — and are so called by Plato in the discussion of the 
divisions within the world soul — the proportion that is being discussed 
in Timaeus 32a is the geometric one. So, in fact, the correct understanding 
of Proclus presents an interpretation of Plato’s text that has no champion 
in the contemporary literature. Proclus thinks that in this passage Plato 
says or implies that: 


1. Continuous geometric proportions can be exhibited by terms 
in several different kinds of subjects. These may be numbers, mag- 
nitudes, musical values, and powers more generally. 

2. The other forms of proportion can similarly be exhibited in these 
different sorts of subject, though the arithmetic proportion is par- 
ticularly characteristic of numbers, the geometric of magnitudes, 
and the harmonic of musical values.*° Even so, the proportion 
under discussion in the 32b9—-32cq4 passage is geometric propor- 
tion. 

3. Between any two similar planes or squares, a single middle term is 
sufficient to establish geometric proportion. 

4. Between any two similar solids or cubes, two middle terms are 
required. This principle may seem open to counter-example, but all 
the examples where we find a proportion established by one term 
between similar solid or cube numbers are examples of numbers 
that are simultaneously squares or similar planes. 

5. The elements fire, air, water and earth are strongly analogous to 
similar solids or cubes. 

6. The universe is bound together by something that plays the same 
role vis-a-vis the elements that geometric proportion plays in rela- 
tion to the numbers, magnitudes or musical values. 

7. Therefore the universe must contain air and water as well as fire 
and earth. 


Does Proclus’ interpretation leave Plato with a convincing argument 
for the existence of four, rather than merely two, elements? You might 
suppose it does not. One of the positive features of the Heath or Corn- 
ford interpretation of Timaeus 342 is that it presents us with a carefully 
articulated mathematical fact: that two terms are required to establish a 


26 At II. 21.18-22.20 Proclus attempts to show how the various proportions can be estab- 
lished in these different subjects. His exposition of the way in which the various means 
can be realized in musical values seems to betray some confusion on his part about 
harmonics. See my notes on the text. 
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geometrical proportion between cubes or similar solid numbers, while 
between square numbers or similar solids, one middle term is sufficient. 
If we cease to understand the dynameis as ‘square numbers’, where does 
this leave the argument? Perhaps the argument is really no worse off. 
After all, what is the connection on the Heath—Cornford line between 
this mathematical fact and what must be the case for things that are 
not numbers, i.e. the elements and the cosmos composed of them? The 
answer is not clear. 

The way that Proclus reads the passage, Plato claims that Heath’s 
arithmetical fact obtains in the case of magnitudes, as well as in the case 
of properties generally. Proclus tries to make this plausible by showing 
that all the proportions can be established between geometrical figures 
and musical values. That leaves us with dynameis in the wider sense — 
powers or qualities. What reason is there to think that what holds good 
for numbers, magnitudes and musical values holds good there too? Pro- 
clus’ interpretation requires that we posit a strong analogy between the 
elements and the mathematical or musical subjects in which the pro- 
portions are realized in order to get the mathematical observation to do 
any cosmogonical work. But so does the Heath—Cornford interpreta- 
tion. Moreover, Proclus makes a strong attempt to give a theory of the 
elements that vindicates this analogy. Since the burden of the argument 
so clearly falls on premises 5 and 6, let us now turn to the way in which 
the elements are strongly analogous to cubes or similar solids. 


Constructing the elements as cubes 

Proclus considers methods for finding geometric middle terms given 
two cubes or similar solids. Cubes or similar solids can be thought of as 
magnitudes corresponding to numbers with three factors. So take the two 
cubes 2 x 2 x 2 and 3 x 3 x 3. Wecan find the values for the geometric 
proportion 8, x, y, 27 by taking two factors from one extreme or end 
term and multiplying them by a factor from the other extreme term. 
So, 2 x 2 x 3 for x, and 2 x 3 x 3 for y. The term for factors here 
is ‘side’ — this makes explicit the connection between arithmetic and 
geometry. 

‘The same method can work for similar solids. Take two merely similar 
solids like 12 (2 x 2 x 3) and 96 (4 x 4 x 6). (These solids are similar since 
the “length, breadth and height” are all in the ratio 2:1.) There is, how- 
ever, a complication. You can follow Proclus’ recipe for taking sides from 
each and generate numbers that won’t be in continuous geometric pro- 
portion. So, 16 (2 x 2 x 4) and 72 (3 x 4 x 6) each take two sides from the 
extreme closest to them and one from the extreme further away. But 12, 
16, 72, 96 do not form a continuous geometrical proportion. Of course, 
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Proclus’ method will also produce 24 (2 x 2 x 6) and 48 (2 x 4 x 6) 
which do. 

Let us now turn from the realm of mathematics to the realm of phys- 
ical bodies. Proclus presents a variety of arguments for the inadequacy 
of a theory of the elements that assigns only two essential properties 
or powers to each one. Specifically, he attacks Aristotle’s theory of the 
elements. We can represent Aristotle’s account by the following table: 








Fire Hot + Dry 
Air Hot + Moist 
Water Cold + Moist 
Earth Cold + Dry 








Proclus makes two objections here. First, since the adjacent elements 
have one power in common with their neighbour and one power 
opposed, how will we get an orderly cosmos? The elements are no more 
akin than they are opposed (II. 38.7—16). Second, such a theory makes 
each extreme term more opposed to an intermediate than to an oppo- 
site term. Fire and Earth at least have dryness in common. But Fire and 
Water are completely opposed. An adequate theory should reveal how 
Fire and Earth are completely opposed. By Aristotle’s lights, the natural 
motions of these two elements are opposites: upward and downward. 
But how could it be that nature has assigned them opposite motions 
and natural places farthest from one another if they aren’t by their very 
nature maximally opposed (im Tim. IL. 38.17-31)? 

These objections to the competing position clear the way for Proclus’ 
presentation of his own theory. He chooses the powers or properties 
(dynameis) that are characteristic of the elements from Plato’s descriptions 
of them in the Timaeus. These are represented in the following table. 








Fire tenuousness or smallness of sharpness easy mobility 
particles 

Air tenuousness or smallness of bluntness easy mobility 
particles 


Water density or thickness of particles bluntness easy mobility 
Earth density or thickness of particles bluntness difficult to move’’ 








27 Sometimes Proclus actually says immobility (akinésia). This too is a contrary of sorts to 
what is easily moved. 
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This assignment of properties to the elements escapes the objections 
made against the Aristotelian theory. Fire and Earth are maximally 
opposed. Each adjacent element shares two properties with its neigh- 
bour. Thus, they are more alike than they are opposed and we may 
therefore suppose that they can get along with one another well enough 
to form an orderly cosmos. 

Given these properties, Proclus then assimilates the physical elements 
to mathematical similar solids. 


Suppose fire is tenuous, sharp and easily moved . . . Therefore, since earth is 
the contrary to fire, it will have the contrary powers: density, bluntness and 
immobility. And surely we see all these things manifested in earth. This is a 
case of things that are in conflict and moreover are solids and specifically similar 
solids — for their sides and powers will be in proportion; for as the dense is to 
the tenuous, the blunt is to the sharp and the immobile is to that which is easily 
moved. But similar solids are the ones whose sides and powers are in proportion — 
or if you wish to put it in the physical manner of speaking, similar bodies are the 
ones where the powers that constitute those bodies are in proportion. (in Tim. 


II. 39.19—-40.2) 


These similar bodies are analogous to the similar solids or numbers 
conjoined by proportions. 

But this is not the only way in which Proclus assimilates physical 
bodies to the mathematical subjects between which proportions may be 
found. He gives a general account of the physical analogues of numbers, 
magnitudes and musical values at II. 24.30 ff. ‘Physical numbers’ are 
enmattered forms that are divided in relation to bodies. Physical vol- 
umes or magnitudes are the extensions of these physical numbers and 
their “spatialization” (diastasis) that is associated with matter, II. 24.4-5). 
Finally, the physical counterparts to musical values or powers (dynameis) 
are the qualities (poiotétes) that connect bodies and make them have form. 
These are the physical subjects between which something analogous to 
proportion can hold. 

Here, then, is the justification for premise 5 in the argument of the 
previous section. A proper understanding of the elements shows how they 
are strongly analogous to similar solid numbers or magnitudes. Finally, 
we may note that the assignment of ease of mobility to fire completes the 
case against Aristotle’s argument in On the Heavens 1.2. Plotinus sought 
to evade the argument by suggesting that it was possible that fire might 
move in a circular fashion rather than come to rest in its natural place. 
Thus, the fire in the heavens might move by its own nature in a circular 
fashion. Proclus’ theory of the element shows how this possibility might 
be an actuality. Ease of mobility is an essential property of fire. 
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The life of the cosmos as the analogue to proportion between numbers 

The previous section considered the way in which, on Proclus’ account, 
the elements are strongly analogous to the similar solids or cubes that are 
bound by geometric proportion. But in order for Plato’s argument for the 
four element universe to work, not only must the elements be like these 
solids, there must be something that plays the same role in the cosmos 
that proportion plays between numbers. Proclus argues that what plays 
this role in the case of the universe is ‘a single Life and Reason that runs 
through itself primarily, and then through all things’ (II. 24.4—5). Let us 
approach the nature of this analogue of proportion by considering the 
classification that Proclus gives of kinds of bond. 

Plato speaks of proportion (analogia) as the bond (desmos) of the uni- 
verse (Tim. 314). Proclus discusses the status of the bond that holds the 
world’s body together (én Tim. IL. 15.13-30). The term ‘bond’ admits of 
three senses. These senses correspond to two of Proclus’ other triads.”° 
There is the sense in which the bond between ingredients in a composite 
is the transcendent cause of that composite. This corresponds to the causal 
preparatory (kat? aitian) mode of existence and this bond is unpartici- 
pated (amethekton). Proclus calls it the ‘creative’ (poiétikon) bond. Then 
there is the bond which is actually in the things that are held together by 
it and have the same order as it. This corresponds to existence through 
participation (kata methexin) and refers to the participants (etechonta). 
Proclus calls this the ‘organic’ bond. Intermediate between these is a 
bond that proceeds from the cause (and is thus unlike the first bond 
which is the cause) but also is manifested (emphainomenos) in the things 
that have been bound by it. This corresponds to the participated form 
(metechomena) that exists according to its own nature (kath’ hyparxin).”° 

Proclus insists that the bond under discussion in 31cq is the interme- 
diate sort of bond. While it is immanent in the things that are bound, it 
is nonetheless different from them. Since this is its role, what can we say 
about its causes? Like all things within the cosmos, its role allows us to 
see what higher levels of reality it symbolizes. Given its role as a unifier 
of things, it naturally descends from the One and from the One-Being 
of the second hypothesis of the Parmenides. But, of course, this doesn’t 
distinguish the bond in question from much else in Proclus’ ontology. It 
is more proximately derived from the All-Perfect Living Being and from 
an otherwise unspecified, transcendent cause of continuity (II. 16.29). 
The result of all this is that this bond — or more specifically whatever it is 
that fills this role — is continuity and harmony. This sort of bond makes 
different things ‘conspire together’ (lit. ‘breathing together’, sypnoia). 


28 For an overview of these other triads, see Siorvanes (1996), 71-82, 88-99. 
29 Cf. in Tim. I. 234,23 ff. and ET 23 and 65. 
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The first thing to fill the role of this bond within the cosmos is the 
Life that permeates it everywhere. Presumably this will be an emanation 
of the World Soul since, as a bond of the middle sort, it is inseparable 
from the things that it binds. But all soul is separable, since it is capable of 
reversion upon itself (ET 16). Is it Nature?3° It seems not, since Proclus 
says that it is brought into being by Universal Nature (II. 24.8-9) and 
presumably there is a difference between cause and effect. Perhaps we 
may say that it is ‘partial Nature’ since it is the bond of a particular or 
partial (smerikos) body. It is certainly similar to Nature in as much as its 
role is to endow bodies with qualities. 

While its exact order in the descent from the One may be unclear, 
it is clear that it will have certain features in common with proportion. 
First, while the Life of which Proclus speaks is not the World Soul, it 
is a consequence of the World Soul. The latter has within itself all the 
proportions that Plato discusses, including the geometric proportion 
that binds the four elements within the cosmos. This is a result of the 
way in which the Demiurge fills in the intervals between the double 
and triple series in the Soul (Tim. 35c-36b). Given the mechanics of 
procession, these proportions will be present in the Life in the manner 
of an image or representation (ET 65). So the Life in question is like 
geometric proportion by virtue of containing proportion — or at least 
an image thereof — within itself. Second, Proclus tries to argue that 
the physical analogue to proportion plays a role in the mechanism of 
procession and reversion that is similar to geometric proportion. Where 
we have a geometric proportion between a, b, and c, then a:b = bic, 
and c:b = b:a. Proclus thinks that something like this happens with the 
procession of Life into the qualities of bodies and with their reversion 
upon their causes via Life. 


...a bond of this sort provides procession and reversion to bodies: beginning 
first from the middle because this is such as to connect and unify things (and 
it is defined in terms of this distinctive feature), but proceeding from the first 
through the middle to the last (in as much as it extends and develops itself right 
down to the last things), and then running back up from the last to the first (in 
as much as it converts all things through harmony to the intelligible cause from 
which the division of nature and spatialization of bodies have come about). (in 
Tim. I. 26.4-11) 


The argument is not entirely satisfactory since Proclus omits one impor- 
tant aspect of geometric proportion. In such a proportion, b:c = a:b. 
Hence Plato says ‘the middle becomes first and last’. But there seems to 


3° By ‘Nature’ here I mean the weaker projection of World Soul that Plotinus identifies 
as the proximate cause of natural changes in III.8.3. 


20 


The cosmos as a visible god 


be no analogue of this feature of geometric proportion in Proclus’ dis- 
cussion of the role of Life in the mechanics of procession and reversion. 
In general, then, Proclus’ interpretation of Plato’s text in 31c-34b 
seems basically right. Plato does not propose to show that it follows deduc- 
tively from the fact that two similar solid numbers require two middle 
terms to establish a geometric proportion, that the cosmos must con- 
tain two elements in addition to earth and fire. Rather, what Plato’s text 
presents is an argument by analogy: since things are like this between 
numbers, volumes and musical values of a certain sort, then proba- 
bly things are like this between the elements too. Proclus attempts to 
strengthen that analogical argument in two ways. First, he gives a novel 
theory of the elements that makes them share certain interesting features 
with similar solid numbers. A consequence of this is that he presents a 
critique of Aristotle’s account of the elements and their number. Second, 
he tries to give an account of what itis in the case of the cosmos that plays 
the role of the proportion between numbers. It must be said that he does 
a better job with the first task than with the second. No one who is not 
already a Neoplatonist will have much sympathy for the arguments that 
try to show that the putative single Life and Reason is like proportion. 
However, Proclus’ account of the elements and his arguments against 
Aristotle on the fifth element are worthy of serious consideration. 


‘The cosmos as a visible god 


The question of the nature and number of the elements, as well as the 
proportion that binds them together, dominates the first part of Pro- 
clus’ commentary in this volume. In the second part, Proclus moves on 
from the question of what the world’s body is made from and how it 
is composed to its nature as a unified object. This topic too is — prop- 
erly considered — ultimately theological. For we must keep in mind that 
Plato’s text makes the entire cosmos a visible god (Tim. 34.ab; 62e; 92). As 
such, of course, the cosmos enjoys a blessed and happy life, and Proclus 
is keen to show how the details of this divine being’s body subserve the 
character of the life that it must lead. 

It is easy to overlook or discount this pantheistic element in Plato’s 
text.3’ There are other texts within the Platonic corpus that militate 


31 The use of ‘pantheism’ in this context may raise some eyebrows. It is frequently thought 
that pantheism must be a form of monotheism. If this were so, then my use of the term 
here would surely be incorrect. Not only are there additional gods external to the 
cosmos — this is certainly true by Proclus’ lights, and possibly by Plato’s as well: it 
depends on whether one takes a realist attitude toward the Demiurge in Plato’s account — 
but the Timaeus also claims that the stars and planets are gods. Thus the big god would 
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against the idea that anything with a body — whether it be the entire 
cosmos or merely the Sun — should be a god: 


The whole combination of soul and body is called a living thing and has the 
designation ‘mortal’ as well. Yet it cannot have been reasoned to be immortal by 
any rational account. But we, though we have never seen or adequately conceived 
a god, imagine it as some immortal living thing, having both a body and a soul, 
these things being naturally conjoined throughout all time. But let these things 
and our words concerning them be as is pleasing to the gods. (Phaedrus 246c5-d3, 
my translation)** 


Combining this explicit remark with the general tenor of Plato’s com- 
ments on the condition of being embodied in Phaedo and Phaedrus gen- 
erates a motive to hedge on the notion of visible, embodied gods. Pla- 
tonists in antiquity took a couple of different tactics to try to alleviate 
this apparent tension. 

We encounter one of these in Proclus’ commentary: the gradations 
of the elements from which the bodies of the heavenly gods are com- 
posed are different from the gross sediments of earth, air, fire and water 
with which we are acquainted here in the sublunary realm. Unlike our 
bodies, the bodies of the stars and planets give them no difficulties. This 
tactic of differentiating the kind of body that constitutes the bodies of 
the heavenly gods (and, of course, the greatest proportion of the body 
of the single, all-encompassing cosmic god) goes back to the author of 
the Epinomis. Epinomis works with a theory of five elements, including 


seem to have minor gods within it. So if pantheism is of necessity a form of monotheism, 
then Plato is no pantheist. But it seems to me that there is no conceptual reason to insist 
that this is an analytic truth about ‘pantheism’; see Baltzly (2003). Pantheists believe 
that the world or cosmos constitutes a whole that is divine. Plato believes that, and so 
does Spinoza. I think it obscures the important similarities to suppose that the latter is 
a pantheist but the former is not simply because Plato thinks that there exist additional 
divinities not identical to the cosmos. 

3? &Odvatov Se oS é Evds Adyou AeAoylouevou, GAAG TAGTTOVEV OUTE ISOVTES OUTE iKaVads 
vorjoavtes Bedv, dbdvaTov T1 Cov, Exov LEV WuyT, Exov SE ONG, Tov dei € yPovov TaUTa 
OUUTIEPUKOTA. GAAG Tata ev Si), Sty TH ed PiAov, TaVTH éxéTw TE Kai AeyéoOoo. I 
have provided my own translation here because I think that Woodruff and Nehamas’ 
translation in Cooper goes a bit too far. They translate ‘In fact it is a pure fiction, based 
on neither observation nor on adequate reasoning, that a god is an immortal living 
thing’ etc. But ‘pure fiction’ surely overtranslates wAdtTtoyev. Cf. the relevant parallels 
cited in LSJ, Rep. 420c, 466a where the relevant sense seems only to be focusing on a 
certain segment of the population within the ideal state. Hence the LSJ gloss, ‘to form 
an image of a thing in the mind; to imagine’. The absence of empirical evidence or good 
argument for thinking of gods as immortal living creatures does not yet show that this 
conception is a fiction. Such a conception might be vouchsafed by the gods themselves 
or by tradition and thus lack the kind of logical or observational basis here discussed. 
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aether (g81c). A living creature is a composite of body and soul (cf. 
Phaedrus 246c). The kind of living creature, however, is determined by 
the predominance of one element over others. In mortal creatures, the 
element of earth predominates. The heavenly bodies, by contrast, are liv- 
ing creatures in which fire predominates over the other elements (9810, 
cf. Timaeus 40a). Because they are endowed with the finest bodies, they 
can be home to the best and most blessed and happy souls (98 1e). Now, 
Proclus will not accede to the idea that, strictly speaking, there is a fifth 
element, but he will accept that there are important qualitative differ- 
ences between heavenly fire and the fire we have down here. These 
differences, and the differences in the vehicles of the souls, will explain 
how the heavenly gods can share in the condition of embodiment and 
yet live a life that is worthy to be regarded as divine. 

There are other Platonist gambits for reconciling this tension that 
we do not find in Proclus. Consider the “stoicizing” Platonism of Anti- 
ochus of Ascalon — a Platonism and a Stoicism heavily influenced by the 
Timaeus.33 If we take some of Varro’s fragments as evidence for Anti- 
ochus,*+ then another tactic for reconciling the tension is to give all the 
credit for the divinity of the cosmos to the World Soul. Varro allows that 
we may call the cosmos itself a god in the same way in which we may 
call a man wise. A man is wise in virtue of the wisdom within him. The 
cosmos is a god in virtue of its soul (ap. Augustine, Civ. Dei. 7.6). Since a 
man is not wise in virtue of anything other than wisdom, so perhaps we 
may infer that Antiochus and Varro held that the cosmos is not a god in 
virtue of anything other than its soul. Specifically, the character of the 
cosmos’ body is only relevant to its status as a god in a negative way: an 
embodied god would have to possess a body that gave it no trouble — 
unlike the way in which our bodies impede our functioning. On this view, 
the most such a god’s body could contribute to its divine status would be 
to stay out of the divine soul’s way! 

This is nota tendency that we observe in Proclus. Itis true that, among 
the ten gifts that the Demiurge bestows upon the cosmos, Proclus gives 
great weight to ensoulment with a divine soul. The soul is that which 
divinizes the cosmos ‘straight away’ (in Tim. I. 113.4). But we need not 
infer from this that the corporeal features of the god’s body contribute 
nothing to its status. And, importantly, the god in question is the visible 
composite of body and soul (II. 100.17), not merely the soul within. 

Proclus’ willingness to factor the character of the world’s body into 
his account of the divinity of the cosmos is consistent with his rejection 
of the idea that matter is itself evil. Though Plotinus’ views on matter 


33 Cf. Reydams-Schils (1999), 117-33. 34 Cf. Gersh (1986), 819. 
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are difficult and complex, it seems likely that Proclus takes his view to be 
that matter is evil in its essence (de Mal. 30.5-7). This is a position on the 
origins of evil that Proclus resists. Proclus offers several philosophical 
points against the view, but one of his most vigorous attacks on it comes 
from interpretive considerations. If we held Plotinus’ view, we would be 
unable to accept the Timaeus: 


If, however, matter is necessary to the universe, and the world, this absolutely 
great and ‘blessed god’ (Tim. 34b), would not exist in the absence of matter, how 
can one still refer the nature of evil to matter? (de Mal. 32.1-3, trans. Opsomer 
and Steel) 


In general, the views of both Iamblichus and Proclus tend to be more 
‘world-affirming’ than those of Plotinus.> Proclus’ insistence on the 
divinity of the visible cosmos and the role of its bodily features in making 
it a god is an index of this attitude. 

So how, exactly, does the world’s body contribute to its divinity? The 
proportion between the elements endows it with friendship or philia with 
respect to itself (Tim. 32b). This friendship that the cosmos has towards 
itself contributes to its preservation. So it is everlasting, not merely by the 
will of the Demiurge, but also because of the nature of its body (#7 Tim. II. 
53.25). The association between friendship and mathematical relations 
is a long-standing one in Greek philosophy — from Pythagorean ‘friendly 
numbers’ to Aristotle’s discussion of proportionality in the various forms 
of friendship (EE 1241b33). The cosmos’ friendship with itself not only 
contributes to its divine perpetuity, but also to the quality of its life. Plato 
claims that ‘through the cosmos’ own excellence (areté)’ (34b) the world 
is a friend to itself. Friendship of some sort is an important element 
in the happy life. Proclus claims that those who are genuinely virtuous 
can play the role of friends to themselves. They do not need others, for 
there is nothing within their own character that they wish to avoid by 
diverting their attention to anything external (in Tim. II. 110.16-25). 
So in this way, the proportionality of the elements within the world’s 
body plays a role in providing it with philia. This, in turn, contributes 
to its indestructibility and blessedness — two characteristics of a divine 
being. 

Another contributing factor to the world’s indestructibility is the fact 
that it is a ‘whole composed of wholes’ (Tim. 33a). As noted, itis a whole — 
and not a mere aggregate — by virtue of the proportion between its con- 
stituent elements. But it is also important that the Demiurge uses all 
the available earth, air, fire and water. This means that there is noth- 
ing outside the world’s body that could hinder it. It is thus immune 


35 For Iamblichus, see chapter 1 of Shaw (1995). For Proclus’ ethics, see Baltzly (2004). 
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to age and disease through the influence of external factors. Proclus 
argues at length that the following three properties of the cosmos are 
such as to imply one another: its completeness, its singleness, and its 
perpetuity (II. 58.20-61.14). It is complete in the sense that it contains 
the whole of each of the elements. Therefore, it is one of a kind, since 
there is nothing from which another cosmos could be made. More- 
over, it will be everlasting, since there will be no external source for its 
decay or destruction. Alternatively, Proclus says, we could start from 
the fact that the world is single and argue to its completeness and 
perpetuity. 

Each of these factors is implicated in the divinity of the cosmos. Com- 
pleteness is one and the same with perfection: it is missing nothing. Per- 
petuity is, of course, expected in a god. Moreover, each god should be 
one of a kind. Among incorporeal gods such as the intelligibles or hyper- 
cosmic souls, there will be no matter to individuate them. Ifa visible god 
like the cosmos is thus to resemble higher gods in this respect, it will 
have to be monogenés or ‘one of a kind’. All these factors stem at least in 
part from a fact about the body of the cosmos. Or at least, the fact that 
there is nothing more outside the cosmos is the material cause of these 
attributes — of course, these facts are also determined by higher causes 
as well (in Tim. II. 59.10-24). So here, then, is another way in which the 
world’s body is relevant to its status as a god. 

But the fact that there is nothing external to the cosmos might also 
be thought to threaten its divinity. Since there is nothing external for 
the divine living being to see, touch or taste, it has no sense organs (Tim. 
33c). Surely this will threaten its claim to be perfect or complete. After 
all, we think of eyeless creatures as inferior to those with eyes. Or we 
might suppose that an eyeless human is incomplete or mutilated. More- 
over, because the universe has nowhere to go, nothing to grasp, and 
nothing external to it to eat, the Demiurge also “deprives it” of feet, 
hands and mouth (3 3c—d). How can this blessed god be really happy if it 
lacks so much that we have? Proclus takes this worry seriously. He will 
not deny that the cosmos has any sense perception at all, in spite of the 
fact that sense perception is disparaged at various points in the Platonic 
dialogues. Rather, he argues that the unique living creature that is the 
cosmos has a form of perception that is superior to that which requires 
organs and is disaggregated into distinct sense modalities (in Tim. II. 
83.3-85.31). Proclus goes on to distinguish four species of perception, 
the lowest to be equated with the sort of perception that Plato gives to 
plants (Tim. 77b). The highest form of perception is that which is pos- 
sessed by the cosmos, while the second highest is the form of perception 
possessed by the heavenly bodies. The cosmos’ perception most closely 
resembles the activity of intellect. It has no object external to itself. It 
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is not discursive, nor does it proceed outside itself. The closest analogy 
is with consciousness (sunaisthésis). Presumably Proclus means that the 
cosmos has an awareness of its own inner goings on in the same way that 
we have an awareness of ours, save that it lacks the element of discur- 
siveness. In any event, the fact that the visible god has sense perception 
is further evidence that Proclus does not suppose that the conditions of 
embodiment are incompatible with divinity and blessedness. 

Finally, there is a sense in which the absence of sense organs, organs 
of movement, as well as organs of ingestion and excretion, constitutes 
the material cause of the cosmos’ divine self-sufficiency. Along with 
completeness, self-sufficiency is a distinguishing property of the visible 
god (Tim. 68e). Plato makes the point that the cosmos is self-sufficient 
because it provides its own nourishment and because all that it undergoes, 
it undergoes through its own agency (33d). The final and paradigmatic 
causes of this self-sufficiency reside in the Demiurge’s goodness. But just 
as the absence of anything external to the cosmos is the material cause 
of its completeness, so too we may infer that the absence of these organs 
is the material cause of its self-sufficiency. If cosmic self-sufficiency con- 
tributes to the status of the cosmos as a god, then its organless condition 
is at least a material cause of the former. 

The shape of the cosmos also contributes to its divinity. The sphere 
is the figure that is most complete and most similar to itself. By ‘similar 
to itself Proclus means that the parts of the sphere are all ‘like one 
another’ (bomoiomerés). The sense in which this is so emerges when the 
sphere is contrasted with cylinders or cones that are composed from 
parts that are unlike one another (in Tim. II. 75.5-15). The sphere’s 
claim to completeness or perfection rests on the fact that it is circular. 
Straight lines admit of being indefinitely extended, but what is circular 
is complete in the sense that it comes back around upon itself (in Tim. 
Il. 78.11). The fact that the spherical shape is thus most similar to itself 
means that it is maximally unified, and to the extent that a thing is unified 
it imitates the One and is made divine. 

Finally, the sixth gift of the Demiurge to the cosmos is a motion that 
resembles Intellect: it is a sphere turning on its axis. The similarity of this 
motion in place to the activity of Intellect is asserted in Plato’s Laws 898a. 
The grounds for the similarity are easier to state than to understand: 
both intuitive thought (noésis) and the motion of the sphere are ‘moving 
regularly and uniformly in the same spot, around the same things and 
in relation to the same things, according to one /ogos and a single order’. 
Proclus’ discussion of this comparison is very brief, considering only 
individual words of the lemma at 34a. Whatever the exact points of 
the comparison, the objective is clear. Here is yet another property of 
the cosmic soul—body composite that assimilates it to its paradigm in the 
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Intellect. To the extent that it is thus made like or assimilated, it too is 
divine. 

Far from dismissing the corporeal aspects of the cosmic composite as 
gross accretions to the World Soul, Proclus regards the body of the world 
as a beautiful object of contemplation. Its physical features contribute to 
the divine and blessed life of the cosmic being. When we seek the happy 
life by assimilating ourselves to the moral model of the cosmos (Tim. 
god), we must understand not only the psychic-mathematical aspects of 
it, but we must also understand it physically, for the dialogue concerns 
both these aspects (in Tim. II. 20.19-21). 


Proclus’ engagement with mathematics and astronomy 


As we noted in the general introduction to the Commentary in volume I 
of this series, the lectures on the Timaeus — together with those on the 
Parmenides and the Philebus — form the capstone of the Neoplatonic cur- 
riculum. The status of the Timaeus commentary as an advanced work is 
evinced in the way in which Proclus seeks to reconcile its content with 
other sacred texts, such as the Chaldean Oracles.3° Proclus also draws on 
considerations from mathematics and astronomy. Here he sometimes 
gives some basic exegesis, but not a great deal. This is particularly true 
of the section of the text in which he briefly relates some arguments for 
the sphericity of the cosmos. 

This passage warrants some attention, since it shows us something 
about Proclus’ epistemological presuppositions. When it comes to prov- 
ing that the cosmos is spherical in shape, the first thing we should con- 
sider is the Platonic demonstration. This, he tells us, is a real demonstra- 
tion, since it includes the explanation or reason why (fo dioti) as well as the 
simple fact (to oti). The terminology is clearly that of Aristotle’s theory of 
demonstration (apodeixis).37 Curiously, this ‘demonstration’ (twice used 
in the singular) is threefold. When these three parts are presented, each 
appears to be a distinct argument. Moreover, each of the three breaks 
down into further considerations that are at least three in number — a fact 
that Proclus explicitly notes (im Tim. IL. 68.24). It must be said that it is 
not easy to formulate each of these three arguments as three syllogisms. 
Rather, each argument works with three considerations or elements. So, 
in the first (the demonstration from the One) Proclus considers three 
unified things: the One, the Demiurge and the single Living Being Itself. 


3° Consider, for example, the passage at II. 57.9-58.11 where Proclus considers how Plato’s 
cosmology can be understood consistently with the Oracles. Knowledge of the cosmology 
of the Oracles is simply presupposed. 

37 Cf. An. Post. 1.13, 78a22 ff. 
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The sphere is said to play a similar role to each of these in the case of 
figures. The One is inclusive of all the henads. The Living Being Itself is 
inclusive of all the many intelligible living beings. The single Demiurge 
is inclusive of all the many causes. Now, the sphere is the figure within 
which all the regular solids can be inscribed. So this must be the shape of 
the cosmos, since this shape plays the same role in relation to extended 
figures that the One, the paradigm and the Demiurge play in relation to 
intelligibles. 

This is not a demonstration in the Aristotelian sense at all. Indeed, 
it is best presented as a proportion: as a is to b so c is to d. Nor is 
the second of the threefold Platonic demonstrations, though it more 
closely approximates the form of a demonstration. In this argument, 
the spherical shape of the cosmos is again demonstrated from three 
factors. Such a shape is fitting (prepein) to what receives the outflow from 
above. It is fitting to the being that gives existence to the cosmos (i.e. 
the Demiurge). And finally, the spherical shape is fitting or appropriate 
to the paradigm upon which the cosmos is modelled. ‘Take the first of 
these considerations. 


It is fitting to the one who receives. Because it is perfect or most complete, it is 
amicable (philos) to the most perfect of the shapes; and that which includes all 
things (i.e. cosmos) is amicable to the figure that encompasses all other figures 
(i.e. the sphere). (in Tim. II. 69.11-13) 


‘There are many ways in which we could try to present this argument as 
one or more standard syllogisms. But it is not easy to see which term is 
supposed to be the explanatory middle term: that is, the term that figures 
in both premises, but not in the conclusion, whose relation to the major 
and minor term explains why the conclusion holds. 

Another feature of Aristotelian demonstrations is the status of the 
premises. In a proper demonstration, the premises must be prior to the 
conclusion, better known, and such that they could not be otherwise 
(An. Post. 1.2). Yet in the next proof, Proclus needs the premise that the 
intelligible cosmos which is the paradigm for the visible one ‘converges 
in every way into itself like the shape of a sphere. One might well wonder 
whether it is obvious that this premise meets these conditions. In any 
event, Proclus appeals to the texts of Parmenides and Empedocles, rather 
than something even better known, as evidence for this premise.>* 


38 Tt is perhaps possible that Proclus regards this as a common conception (koinon ennoion). 
Such common conceptions seem to form the starting points of demonstration in his 
theory of knowledge. Cf. in Parm. 1092.29-32, in Euc. 74.15. 
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So it seems that Proclus’ ‘Platonic demonstrations’ fall short of the 
standard that they so conspicuously advertise for themselves. Should 
we conclude that Proclus is simply incompetent as a philosopher? 
Elsewhere Proclus is quite capable of producing rigorous arguments. But 
this still leaves it a mystery why the arguments that are here dignified 
as demonstrations of a certain sort by the quite explicit use of Aristotelian 
terminology seem to fall short of the standards set down in Aristotle’s 
works for a proper apodeixis. The Neoplatonists generally — and one 
must assume Proclus as well — understand and approve of the theory of 
demonstration.3? It seems at least possible, however, that he supposes 
that these arguments which involve proportion*® (e.g. as the Demiurge 
is to the causes of the cosmos, so is the sphere to all the regular solids 
that may be inscribed within it) and reference to “higher causes” (such 
as the One or the intelligible paradigm) are more elevated than your 
workaday Aristotelian demonstration. The fact that there are supposed 
to be three arguments, each having three further sub-arguments, may be 
significant as well. Following his account of the Platonic demonstrations, 
Proclus relates eight (or perhaps ten) Iamblichean conceptions.** The 
mere fact that these arguments have these numbers - three threefold 
arguments, then a decad of arguments — may have been taken as itself an 
indicator of their superiority. Proclus says that the arguments thus far 
considered show the sphericity of the cosmos in a philosophical manner 
(philosophés). Proclus then assembles a series of Aristotelian arguments 
that attempt to prove the point in a physical manner (physikés). Finally, 
if it is necessary to belabour the point, says Proclus, we can pass on to 


39 We have no commentary from Proclus on the Posterior Analytics, nor evidence of any 
commentaries on the works of Aristotle — though there can be little question that the 
author of the Timaeus commentary and Elements of Physics knows his Aristotle pretty well. 
His Euclid commentary evinces a good grasp of Aristotle’s requirements on demon- 
stration (in Euc. 76.1-72.2, 206.12). My rather speculative remarks might be confirmed 
(or undermined!) by a careful study of Philoponus’ Posterior Analytics commentary. The 
commentary is drawn from the lectures of Proclus’ student, Ammonius, with some 
additions by Philoponus. 

4° Some of Plato’s most enigmatic and tantalizing remarks from the Republic use the lan- 
guage of proportion and they do so in a context in which we build up to the idea of 
dialectice as a distinctive method by means of which the Forms are grasped (508b13-c2, 
510a9—10). Proportion shows up again in Timaeus 32b in the case of the four elements: 
Stittep TUP TIPds GEPA, TOUTO dépa TIPds USwp, Kai STI dnp TPds USwp, VSap Trpos yijv. 
Proclus uses such analogia formulations extensively. Examples from the Timaeus com- 
mentary alone include: I. 17.27, 75.9, 345-3, 371-31, 405.21, 406.17, II. 130.20, III. 
27.20, 28.11, 138.1, 174.29. 

4 Proclus, in Tim. I. 72.6-73.26 = Iamblichus, in Tim. frag. 49 (Dillon). The individuation 
of arguments within this passage is not clear. Dillon suggests that perhaps there may 
originally have been ten, since this would be a more proper number for a Pythagorean. 
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mathematical demonstrations. He does not, however, thereby invert the 
normal Neoplatonic order which places numbers and mathematical enti- 
ties prior to physis or nature. Rather, the ‘mathematical demonstrations’ 
are in fact extremely brief summaries of astronomical arguments for the 
sphericity of the cosmos. These demonstrations summarize the things 
that are believed (ta dokounta) by those who are wise in these matters.* 
The general tenor of the whole discussion is that we have passed from 
the very best reasons for accepting the sphericity of the cosmos — the 
considerations in a philosophical manner — to those that actually show 
us the least. 

Are we here starkly confronted with the fact that Proclus is a Pla- 
tonist rather than an Aristotelian — that is, that he prefers the ‘higher 
and more elevated’ causes to the concrete physical demonstrations of 
astronomy? We make a sharp distinction between the philosophical spirit 
of Plato and that of Aristotle. But the Neoplatonists regard Aristotle as 
a member of their school — that is, he is properly a Platonist, just as they 
themselves are Platonists. (Though the point has been made frequently 
before, it is important to remember that the label ‘Neoplatonism’ is a 
modern moniker.) As such, Aristotle agrees with Plato on most matters. 
We may think of this as a gratuitous misrepresentation of Aristotle. But 
is it? 

Just as Plato’s dialectic works downward from an unhypothetical first 
principle to lower forms, so too Aristotle draws a distinction between 
those things that are clearer to us and those that are clearer by nature.*3 
Whatis clearer by nature is, in fact, more universal and abstract. A writer 
such as Proclus will interpret these Aristotelian claims in the following 
way: we may begin by finding the concrete arguments for the sphericity of 
the cosmos more intellectually compelling, but we should end by finding 
these reasons less clear than what is actually prior in nature. Platonic 
principles such as the One, the Demiurge and the paradigm are prior in 
nature. So ultimately it is the arguments from considerations regarding 
these entities that will be clearer by nature. This is just the ‘harmony’ 
that the Neoplatonists claim exists between the teachings of Plato and 
those of Aristotle.*+ Lloyd Gerson has recently argued that this harmony 
is not in fact a ridiculous distortion.+5 Rather, we can see Aristotle in an 


# As with the arguments drawn from Aristotle in the previous section, the five arguments 
of 75.19-76.29 are not original with Proclus. Close versions of several of them are 
identified by Festugiére in the works of Geminus, Cleomedes, and Theon of Smyrna. 

43 An. Post. 1.2, 71b33. 

44 For a survey of the range of views on the agreement of Plato and Aristotle, see Sorabji 
(1990), 3- 

45 Gerson (2005). 
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interesting new light if we go looking for the points of similarity and 
contact between his views, Plato’s, and those of subsequent Platonists. 
‘To be sure, there are points of difference as well - and even Proclus 
and some of the other Neoplatonists recognize this fact. Reading Plato 
and Aristotle through the lens of Proclus’ commentary challenges our 
tendency to accentuate the differences between them. 
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Introduction: the ten gifts of the Demiurge 


The account looks at the cosmos in two ways.’ In the first way, it looks 
at the cosmos according to the wholeness (holotés) that is in it and by 
virtue of which it is also similar to the All-Perfect Living Being (30c3) 
and has become itself an ensouled living thing, possessed of intellect 
and uniquely generated (30b8). But in the second way, it looks at the 
cosmos according to the divisions that are drawn within it. It reviews 
when the soul is distinguished from the body and when the order (taxis) 
of things that are more like form is distinguished from those things 
allotted a more material nature, and it examines, on the one hand, how 
that which is corporeal (to sématoeides) has been established and what kind 
of order it possessed, and on the other, it looks at how the psychic realm 
(platos)* has proceeded from the creation and in accord with what sort of 
ratios. 

Since the cosmos has been exhibited to be ‘an ensouled liv- 
ing thing possessed of intellect’, there will be three things in it: 
body, soul and intellect. Now Intellect is entirely ungenerated, hav- 
ing been allotted both an eternal essence (owsia)3 and eternal activity 


H 


The organizing themes and the corresponding divisions of Plato’s text that Proclus makes 
are discussed in the Introduction (pp. 1-6). As Lernould (2001), 81-101 notes, Proclus 
gives several accounts of the phases in which the dialogue proceeds (I. 4.6-6.16; IT. 1.1— 
3.28 and 5.17—31; III. 97.5-98.13; III. 242.9-243.5). Itis an interesting question whether 
all these divisions of Plato’s text are quite consistent with one another. In general, the 
theme of the ten gifts of the Demiurge (see below, II. 5.17—31) is the dominant one in 
this part of Proclus’ commentary. The theme of a distinction between wholes and parts 
is invoked frequently, but less systematically. 

Festugiére refers us to ET 176.8 (Dodds) and in Tim. I. 11.12; 37.26 and 257.7 for 
parallels. 

T have translated ousia as ‘essence’ where it seems clear that Proclus intends something 
like a thing’s definable nature. However, the Timaeus commentary also speaks of the ousia 
of the soul in contexts where Proclus is discussing the mixture of Being, Sameness and 
Difference from which the Demiurge constructs the soul. Here, as in Stoicism (Stobaeus 
I. 177.21-179.17), it comes closer to the sense of substrate or the seventeenth-century 
use of ‘substance’. In order to capture this sense, I will sometimes use ‘substance’ for 
‘ousia’. Finally, Proclus uses ‘ousia’ when he is referring to the Greatest Kinds or megista 
gené of the Sophist. Here I use ‘Being’. 
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(energeia).* ‘The world’s body is entirely generated since it has been 
established as temporal through and through.’ Soul, however, has an 
essence of an intermediate nature. So just as it is arranged as intermedi- 
ate between divisible and indivisible things, in this manner it is also the 
boundary between generated and ungenerated things, having a begin- 
ning that is generated in relation to intellect but being ungenerated in 
relation to corporeal nature. It also has this status by being the limit 
of eternal beings but the very first among the things that have been 
generated.° 

On account of these facts, therefore, Plato provides a varied gener- 
ation of the body [of the universe], producing the whole thing out of 
what is foreign to the body itself. The Soul he produces from itself, as 
well as producing it from the total creation and process of enlivening 
(zdiogonikés). But in the case of Intellect, Plato contrives no generation 
of it in his account. This is because Intellect is not produced in relation 
to any model,’ nor does the term ‘generated’ apply to Intellect in any 
way whatsoever since it is entirely ungenerated and eternal. It is man- 
ifested from the wholes, nonetheless by remaining in them inseparably 
(anekphoitétos) it proceeds while being united to its more universal causes. 


4 The threefold distinction between ousia, dunamis and energeia is another part of the 
architectonic of Proclus’ commentary in Book 3. The soul, for instance, is first discussed 
in terms of its substance or essence — the mixture of divisible and indivisible Being, 
Sameness and Difference from which it is blended (in Tim. IL. 147.19-166.14) and their 
harmony and form (II. 166.15-257.29) — and then in terms of its powers (II. 257.30- 
279.17) and activities (IL. 279.19-316.4). Though the triad of essence, power and activity 
is a popular one among the Neoplatonists, the terms are never explicitly defined nor 
distinguished from one another. Their presence, however, provides Proclus with more 
levels at which distinctions can be drawn between things that are, on the surface, quite 
similar. So, for example, in Elements of Theology intellects are eternal in respect of their 
essence, powers and activities (ET 169), while souls have an eternal essence but activity 
in time (ET 191). 

dAdov kad’ dAov, cf. Philoponus, in Phys. 506.17. 

This Neoplatonic fancy footwork, of course, responds to a tension in the Platonic corpus 
itself. On the one hand, the Timaeus presents us with some sort of “generation” of the 
World Soul, as well as the souls of individuals. Yet Phaedrus 245c argues that the soul 
is ungenerated. Proclus’ metaphysics of intermediates between levels of being provides 
the form of a general solution. Where y is the intermediate between x, which is F, and 
z which is not-F, y is said to be F in relation to z, but not-F in relation to x. For the 
application of this principle to the case of Soul, see II. 233, ff. 

Festugiére refers us to II. 209.18. There Proclus discusses ‘father of works’ applied to 
the Demiurge (4447). Proclus makes the point that the Demiurge cannot accurately be 
said to be the father or maker of intellects, ‘for they had no genesis but were made 
manifest in an ungenerated fashion . . . for there are no paradigms in their case, though 
there are in the case of souls and of the things that come last in procession (i.e. bodies). 
Soul is the first of the things that are images, but the wholes, such as animals, . . . result 
from intellectual paradigms.’ 
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Hence it abides in a partless and indivisible condition, being preserved 
by the immaculate divinities and ‘implacable’ powers,* while the rest of 
life is shared out and divided among the parts of the universe.° 
Therefore Plato has provided the initial foundation (Aypostasis) of the 
universe with reference to the wholeness it has from its creation, accord- 
ing to which it was completed as something ensouled, possessed of intel- 
lect and divine through its resemblance to the All-Perfect Living Being. 
But he will then add a second [foundation] that divides the cosmos by 
wholes and brings about the creation of whole parts — that is, both the 
psychic substance and that which is corporeal considered in themselves. 
For, as we just said, Intellect is entirely ungenerated (1.11) and indivis- 
ible’° except insofar as even it proceeds without generation from the 
providence of the Demiurge. And Plato describes too the nature that is 
going to receive intellect, showing" that it is the nature of soul itself, 
since the Demiurge himself will place within it the circles of the soul, 
revealing it without division, because it is indivisible and without shape 
because it is entirely devoid of shape. The third foundation comes next 
which involves cutting the universe into parts and completing each of 
the portions. Plato provides an account of how fire, how air, how water 
and how earth itself have come to be when at last he looks at the 
‘body-making’ (sématourgikos)'* activity of the Demiurge. But even in 


8 Cf. Chaldean Oracles 36 (Majercik). Majercik uses the same numeration of the fragments 
as Des Places in his Budé edition. References to the Oracles in Festugiére and Diehl 
are to the edition of Kroll. In this translation, I will follow the Majercik/Des Places 
editions. 

This is all very obscure. Festugiére supposes that it relates to the fact that all eternal 
entities are ‘simultaneous wholes’ (ET 52). This is possible, but not obvious. The gen- 
eral sense, I think, relates to the problem of participation and gestures vaguely towards 
Proclus’ solution. A Form like Justice Itself in Intellect is an intelligible whole or uni- 
versal (kathalou = kata holon) devoid of parts. Intellect is made manifest away from these 
wholes in the sense that there are just people and just actions here. Plato’s metaphysics 
provides for a distinction between Just Itself and the share of the Just in Socrates (cf. 
Phd. 102b, Parm. 130b). Proclus tries to solve the problem of explaining participation in 
Forms by inserting one or more intermediates between the utterly transcendent Form, 
which is said to be unparticipated, and the object that exhibits justice (ET 23; in Parm. 
1069). In the Timaeus commentary, this doctrine is applied to Intellect at II. 403.31 f. to 
produce a ‘twofold’ Intellect — one participated and one unparticipated. There is also a 
twofold life since Neoplatonism connects Life, as well as Being, with the hypostasis of 
Intellect. 

Deleting 611 kai &yévntis éo71 with Kroll. 

Reading Aéyei 8é kai Thy ToUTov UToSexouévny Quoi alti Thy Tis Wuyiis Expaivoov 
ua, attos yap 6 Squioupyis évti®now where Diehl prints Agye: & Kal Thy ToUTov 
UTrodexouevty Quo aviv Ti Tis WUXTIs Expavolv aUTOs 6 SNMIOUPY ds, <ds> EvTiONolv. 
sématourgein is an odd word and Proclus likes it. The bulk of the occurrences in the 
TLG index are in Proclus, though we find one use in Porphyry’s On the cave of the nymphs 
14.3 and one in the Corpus Hermeticum. 
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these matters, he does not descend to the level of particulars, but remains 
at the level of elements considered in their entirety.*3 For the wholesale 
creation (holé démiourgia) of the wholes is one that involves whole parts, 
but [the creation of] individuals (atoma) and genuine particulars he gives 
to the young gods (42d6) in order that when they imitate the providential 
care that the Father exercises over the wholes, they may thereby exhibit a 
similar creative activity in relation to particulars and stand ina relation to 
them which is analogous to the one that the Father has in relation to the 
intelligible (moétos) paradigm. For the Father — who counts as intellectual 
(noeros) in relation to the paradigm and has the status (taxis) of intellect 
in relation to the intelligible intellect — himself becomes intelligible in 
relation to the encosmic gods. "+ 

Therefore, as we were saying, the creation is threefold: first, the cre- 
ation in respect of wholeness. Second is the creation in virtue of the 
division into wholes. Third is the creation that divides these wholes into 
parts. It is the intermediate creation that Plato proposes to recount to 
us now. Such a transition follows on both from the facts themselves 
and from what has been said beforehand, and makes it timely for us to 
proceed to this topic. For after he defined the cosmos as ‘one visible 
living thing’ ‘having within itself all the kindred natures’ (34d4), he has 
shown that the cosmos is single due to the uniqueness (sondsis) of its 
paradigm (31a). The division of the universe into wholes will make it 
clear to us that it is visible and that it encompasses all the things that 
are akin to it. For if we were to discover the cause on account of which 
the cosmos is visible, and see how all the elements have been arranged 
within it and through what proportion, we would then easily realize that 
it includes everything akin to it and that there is nothing perceptible 
which has not been taken within the single compass of the cosmos. And 
if we see all this, we will surely have adequately grasped what needs to be 
investigated. For the matter to be investigated is this: how the cosmos is 
visible and how it includes all of the things that are naturally akin to it — 
for we already know that it is unique from what has been said earlier, 


"3 Lit. ‘remains in the whole elements’, év tois 6Ao1s pével oTOIXEloIs. 

"4 Proclus here refers to the three major divisions within that level of reality that Plotinus 
would simply have characterized as nous: we have (i) the intelligibles, (ii) those that 
are both intelligible and intellectual, and (iii) those that are intellectual. An exhaus- 
tive inventory of the structured layer of reality in late Neoplatonism is provided in 
Gersh (1978). The argument here shows that these are relational notions. Though the 
Demiurge is an intellectual being in relation to the intelligibles or the paradigm, he is 
an intelligible in relation to the encosmic gods. This parallels the strategy noted above 
about the generated character of the soul: it is ungenerated in relation to the body, but 
generated in relation to intellect. 
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and from these things [we will know] that it is also complete or perfect 
(panteles). 


That which comes to be must be corporeal and so visible and tangible. 
But nothing could ever come to be visible without fire, nor tangible 
without something solid, and nothing could come to be solid without 
earth. For these reasons when the god began making the body of the 
universe, he made it from fire and earth. (3 1b5-9) 


A short time earlier when giving the definition of what is generated Plato 
called it ‘what is coming to be and passing away’ (28a3) and defined 
it by means of the following description: ‘that which is the object of 
opinion together with perception’ (28a2-3). But then when he showed 
that the cosmos is generated (28b7—c1), he converted (antistrephein) the 
definition. For he says that perceptible things have been revealed as 
things that are coming to be and generated. But in the present lemma he 
puts the term ‘what is coming to be’ in the subject position and predicates 
‘the visible and the tangible’ of it."> For these are the extreme terms (ak) 
among the perceptibles, just as sight and touch are the extreme terms 
among the senses.*® So at that point in the dialogue where he showed 
that the world was generated, he converted the definition, as I said, but 


5 In 28b7-c1, Plato argued that the cosmos has come to be. The argument is (i) it is 
visible and tangible. Therefore (ii) it has a body. So, (iii) it is grasped by perception and 
opinion. But (iv) what is grasped by perception and opinion has come to be. So it has 
come to be. Premise (iv) depends on the correlation that is stated, but not argued for, 
in 27d6—28a4 between ‘that which always comes to be, never having being’ and ‘that 
which is the object of opinion, being grasped by unreasoning sense perception’. In this 
passage he argues from the premise that whatever comes to be must be corporeal to the 
conclusion that it is therefore visible and tangible. 

Proclus likens these senses and their objects to the extreme terms in a proportion which 
will be bound together by the middle terms. Festugiére refers to Aristotle’s claim that 
any creature with sensitive soul must possess at least the faculty of touch (DA 434b11 ff.). 
A more likely explanation follows at II.6.10-11: these senses are furthest apart because 
sight has a medium but touch does not. But of course this wouldn’t be sufficient to 
distinguish touch from any of the other senses that involve a medium. Why shouldn’t 
touch and hearing be the extreme terms? Another possible explanation comes from the 
Peripatetic commentary tradition on Aristotle’s De Anima. Themistius contrasts the 
senses of touch and sight. He believes that the former physically takes on the form of 
the sensible object — it has an intermediate quality like a certain temperature and senses 
the extremes through taking on a different temperature. By contrast sight does not have 
any of the qualities it detects (Themistius, in DA 76.32-77.22, cf. Alexander DA 62.1- 
13). In Philoponus [?], i2 DA 413.9-12 we find the claim that smell is more corporeal 
than hearing since it takes longer for us to smell something closer to us than it does to 
hear something that occurs further away. For similar reasons, hearing is more physical 
(pakhymeresteron) than sight (413.4-12). Even Aristotle privileges fire with respect to 
the contrast between what is more formal and what is more material. Fire is the element 
that is most especially form since it tends toward the limits (GC 335a18-20). 
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here he has given the natural definition. For ‘that which comes to be’ is 
ranked as the definiendum, but ‘apprehended by opinion with sensation’ 
is taken as the definiens, just as he stated in the basic principles (hypothesis) 
(28a).'7 Therefore it is necessary, he says, that what is generated should 
be sensible — not in all cases of course, but in the case of this thing which 
he earlier called generated; that is, the composite and that which always 
comes to be through all time.'® For the soul is generated too, but the 
argument (Jogos) is not about the soul." 

But suppose someone were to say that both the enmattered forms 
and the qualities themselves were grasped by sense and nonetheless 
have generation, even though they are incorporeal. Well, let this objec- 
tor know that the divine Iamblichus says that these also contribute to 
the subsistence (hypostasis) of bodies and are considered together with 
them.’° 

Be that as it may (d’oum), since the cosmos contains in itself (1) a 
certain corporeal part and also (2) an incorporeal one, and moreover 
since the latter is twofold, the one part (2a) inseparable from body and 
the other (2b) separable, and the separable again is twofold, the one 
psychic (2b.i), the other intellectual (2b.ii) — and the cosmos has some- 
thing is ungenerated in it, and also something generated, since in every 
case where something is compounded from a generated part and an 
ungenerated part, the whole is generated, Plato quite plausibly called 
the totality of the cosmos both generated and corporeal. For it has a 


"7 Proclus defends the adequacy of what he sees as Platonic definitions of ‘that which comes 
to be’ and ‘that which is’ in terms of the capacities (sensation/opinion and intellect) at 
I. 243.31-243.25. 

Cf. I. 254.1; 366.22 where the everlasting or perpetual existence (aidion) of that which 

comes to be is distinguished from the eternal (aiénion) nature of intelligible objects and 

the divine creation. 

‘9 The exclusion of soul from the class of things that are generated in the relevant sense 
of the word is noted at I. 233.11-16 and explained succinctly at 235.21-6: “The heavens 
come to be always (ginetai ae?) because they do not have being from themselves, but the 
soul is always, for it does have being from itself and all the things prior to soul do not 
become from a cause but are from a cause. For genesis belongs only to things that have 
their existence in something else.’ 

2° Tamblichus in Tim. fr. 47 (Dillon). Proclus has just pointed out that not everything that 
is generated is sensible. Soul is an example of something generated (in a sense), but not 
sensible. What differentiates it from the other cases is that it is not a composite that is 
generated through the whole of time. But then what do we say about immanent forms? 
They are incorporeal like the soul, but nonetheless generated in the relevant sense — 
unlike the soul — and also apprehended by sensation. Dillon (1973), 320 supposes that 
Iamblichus’ resolution of the aporia rests on his use of the Aristotelian term syntheéretai: 
immanent forms and qualities are not seen in themselves but only in conjunction with 
the objects that they qualify. 
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body and through this it counts as corporeal, and it has something that is 
generated in it and through this the whole thing counts as something that 
comes to be. If ever something is combined from the mortal and immor- 
tal, the resulting whole is mortal. And if ever something is combined 
from the generated and the ungenerated, the whole thing is generated. 
And if it is combined from the corporeal and the incorporeal, the whole 
is corporeal. If the incorporeal part were itself affected along with the 
body, it too would become corporeal — not just the whole alone. But 
if [the incorporeal part] were transcendent and impassive, it would be 
itself properly incorporeal and remain aloof from the body. But while 
the whole is not a body because of its connection with body (for the supe- 
rior element resides in its own purity), it would most justly be called 
corporeal. 

Since the cosmos has participated in ‘many and blessed things from 
its creator, but has also come into association with body’ (Pol. 269d),** it 
is plausibly called ‘corporeal’ when considered as a whole, and is both 
visible and tangible. For it is generated and what is generated is both 
visible and tangible and has a body, just as it was earlier quite correctly 
said to be (28b). 

Beginning with the body of the world, [Plato relates how the Demi- 
urge grants the cosmos certain gifts]: 


1. He first makes it perceptible with respect to the extreme terms 
of sense perception [viz. sight and touch] (3 1b). 

2. Next — what is more perfect than this — he grants to it a bond 
which binds together the bodies in it through proportion (3 1c). 

3. Then third, he makes it a whole constituted of the whole of the 
elements (32C). 

4. Then fourth, he makes it a sphere in order that it should be most 
similar to itself in respect of form (3 3b). 

5. Then fifth, he declares that all things that it undergoes it under- 
goes by itself (3 3c-d). 

6. Then sixth, he provides it with a motion fitting to intellect 
(34a). 

7. Then seventh, he animates it by means of divine soul (34b). 

8. Then eighth, he imparts to it revolution in time (36e-37a). 


1 This passage is a frequent focus of attention for the Neoplatonists. Plato there relates 
the story that the cosmos revolves in one direction under the influence of the divine. 
But at other periods it is left to its own devices. It cannot have an eternal motion in and 
of itself. Nonetheless because it pivots on a very tiny point, it can wind backwards for 
many ages when the divine mover is not acting upon it. 
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g. Then ninth, he establishes the sanctuaries of the gods in it who 
together produce the ‘the perfect year’ (39d5).”’ 
to. Then tenth, he makes it all-complete (pantelés) by producing all 
the living things in the likeness of the four Forms [included within 
the Paradigm] (39e—40b). 


Through the decad he thus completes the entire creation.*3 


I. The first gift of the Demiurge: the cosmos is perceptible 
A. Why Plato mentions only being visible and tangible 


The whole account will unfold these things as it proceeds. Right now 
let us just say that since the cosmos is extended and grasped by sense 
perception, it is known through both sight and touch, being visible in 
as much as it is through and through suffused with light, while being 
tangible in as much as it is solid. For it is sufficient for Plato to embrace 
all the objects of sense (aisthéta) just by mentioning these two senses. 
For when viewed in relation to the four elements that always exist in the 
cosmos, these things — the visible and the tangible — are opposites. This 
is because they are furthest apart and under the same genus. Both of 
them are kinds of things that are sensed and this is their common genus, 
but they are also very far apart, presuming that the one is a sense object 
that involves no medium while the other does.*+ 

But if we were to investigate the contraries among the elements in as 
much as they are subject to change, we would not say that the contraries 
are fire and earth, but we would rather say fire and water are contraries.*> 


2 Proclus means the visible heavenly bodies by means of which we would become aware 
of the measures of time. 

The decad or the number ten, of course, has tremendous significance for the 
Pythagorean tradition. It is a ‘perfect number’ by virtue of being the sum of the tetrad 
(i.e. I + 2 +3 +4 = 10). These four numbers are also implicated in the harmonies that 
will be established in the World Soul: the octave (2:1); the fifth (3:2) and the fourth 
(4:3). Iamblichus [?] tells us that the Pythagoreans called the decad ‘the universe’ (to 
pan) and ‘the cosmos’, Theol. Arith. 80.1-16 (de Falco). 

*4 Aristotle insists that the flesh plays the role of the medium for the faculty of touch 
(DA 423b17-26). Alexander raises several puzzles about this (DA 57.1 ff.) to which 
Themistius responds (Epitome 76.16 ff.). It is hard to say how this is resolved in the 
Neoplatonic tradition. On the one hand Philoponus [?] thinks that the same thing need 
not hold for all senses (7 DA 416.34), but on the other he seems to grant Aristotle’s 
point that the medium of touch escapes our notice because the objects we touch are so 
much closer to us than what we see and hear (in DA 431.1-29). 

Cf. Aristotle, GC 33 5a5-6: earth is the contrary of air and water is the contrary of fire ‘in 
as much it is possible for one substance to be contrary to another.’ 33 1a1—7 explains this 
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For water in particular quenches fire. And each of these accounts is 
true. For it is common to both accounts to establish the contrariety in 
the extremes and in this respect the choices [about contraries] are in 
agreement: qua sensibles, earth is contrary to fire, but gua things that 
undergo change, water is contrary to fire. That is why Plato has set out 
the visible as something contrary to the tangible, taking the elements 
qua sensibles and not yet considering them qua things that undergo 
change, for in this way water is more opposed to fire than earth. And so 
the account is not incomplete as Theophrastus thinks.’° He raises the 
following puzzle: ‘why ever did Plato say that visibility was the defining 
feature (idion) of fire and tangibility [the defining feature] of earth, yet 
say nothing of the remaining elements?’ In response to him we say that 
we actually see the cosmos and touch it, but we don’t in any way taste 
it or hear it or smell it. In addition, the actual cosmos itself is visible 
and tangible to itse/f:*7 In as much as it is of a luminous kind (phétoeides), 
it is visible, and it sees itself because of the divine light which has been 
stretched through the entire heaven like a rainbow, as Socrates says in the 
Republic (616b5).* For that divine light is able to see in the primary sense 


contrariety in terms of their composition out of the four basic contraries which, in turn, 
underwrites the capacity of water to quench fire (331a16 ff.). Aristotle also supposes 
that fire and earth are ‘extremes’ (akra) while air and water are intermediates (mesa) 
because both the former tend to the limits (3 30b34-331a2). His distinction between 
contraries and extremes seems to make a similar point to the one that Proclus makes 
by distinguishing between contraries in respect of change and contraries in respect of 
being sense objects. 

Diels, Dox. Gr. 493. 

7 Tn response to Plato’s claim (3 3c1—4) that the cosmos lacks sense organs, Proclus consid- 
ers whether it nonetheless has perception since it is alive (II. 81.16 — 83.2). He concludes 
that it does, but not in the same way in which we sense things through separate sense 
modalities. The cosmos’ self-perception is like the relation of intellect to intelligibles 
in as much as there is an identity of perceiving subject and object of perception. (‘For 
according to the whole itself it is both visible and an eye, since we say that the sun is an 
eye and each of the stars. So the entire cosmos is sight and visible’ IT. 84.6-8). It follows 
from the nature of this perception that the sense modalities are not divided from one 
another in it (II. 85.1013). See also in Remp. IL. 154.23-155.12. 

It seems likely that Proclus here adverts to his view about the space that the cosmos 
inhabits. Cf. Proclus ap. Simplic. in Phys. 612.24-613.1. Note that this passage too 
refers to Republic 6161b as a confirmatio. According to Proclus’ view of space, it is an 
immaterial body of the nature of light. This immaterial body provides the ‘vehicle’ of 
the World Soul. Hence one might say that this divine light brings life to the things that 
it illuminates. On Proclus’ theory of space as light and the place of the heavens, see 
Siorvanes (1996), 247-56; Schrenk (1989); Schrenk (1994); Sorabji (1988), 116-24. For 
Proclus’ views on the vehicle of the soul or ‘astral body’ see ET 196, 205, 207-10 and in 
Tim. III. 236.31 ff.; 297.16 ff., as well as Dodds (1963), Appendix II. Finamore (1985) 
considers the doctrine of the soul’s vehicle in Iamblichus. 
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(to protés horatikon),*? extending through the whole of the cosmos. As the 
sphere of the sun is the vision of the soul within it, so too this divine light 
is the vision of the universal soul; pervading and acting upon the things 
that are seen, it gives life to them.3° It is this that you would call the 
visual organ in the strict and primary sense rather than that organ whose 
subsistence is accompanied by a passive affection, and which is separate 
from the object of vision. And further still, in as much as [the cosmos] is 
solid and filled with life, it has what is called consciousness (sunaisthésis) 
(for even we have consciousness of the motions and affections brought 
about in us) and through this consciousness it gets in touch with itself.3" 
However, the most proper resolution of the puzzle we are considering 
is the one that says that Plato’s account assumes extremes [i.e. fire and 
earth] prior to the other [elements] since the latter ones are established 
for the sake of the former, and the account will go on to explain that the 
remaining ones are established as a bond between these extreme terms 
(32b5). Or one might even say that through [mentioning] the extremes 
he has included the intermediate elements, for just as the universe is 
bounded through fire and earth and includes the intermediate elements 
within these, so in the same way the account has collected together the 
various kinds of sense objects through the visible and the tangible. 


B. Fire is what is primarily visible 


He uses this proposition [viz. that what is generated is visible and 
tangible] as a fundamental principle (axiéma), for it is customary for 
him to assume, prior to each question, a fundamental principle from 
which he demonstrates the thing that is sought, as for example ‘one who 
is good is never jealous about anything in any way’ (2ge1), which he 
assumes in order to demonstrate that the Demiurge makes all things 
good (agathunein). Or, to take another example, ‘it is not, was not, nor 


9 Cf. Arist. Metaph. 104gb15 for a similar use of to horatikon in the phrase ‘that which is 
potentially able to see’. 

3° Cf. in Tim. II.84.8 where the sun and other heavenly bodies are eyes. Perhaps the 
thought is suggested to him by Rep. 509a ff. For Proclus’ reading of the image of the 
Sun, see Plat. Theol. Il. 43-51. 

37 7. 10-11: Kal 51a Tis CUVadBT}GEWS TAUTNS AUTOs EXUTH yryvouEvos dtrtdés. We have no 
main verb here and so must presumably understand éot1 &trtos in some sense. Then 
autds aut yryvouevos looks very puzzling. Harold Tarrant suggested to me an emen- 
dation to yryv<woK>duevos so that we have something like ‘through this consciousness, 
touch itself is known by itsel?. My ‘Haight-Ashbury Proclus’ is an attempt to keep the 
text that we’ve got, though I have no great confidence in it. 
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ever will be lawful for that which is the best to do anything other than 
what is most fine’ (30a6), which he assumes in order to show that the 
cosmos is a ‘living thing, ensouled and possessed of intellect’. Or to take 
one more example, ‘nothing assimilated to an imperfect model can ever 
become beautiful’ (30c6), which he lays down in order to consider what 
sort of paradigm it is in relation to which the Demiurge established the 
cosmos. Therefore in the same fashion he assumes in this context as a 
fundamental principle that it is necessary for what is generated to be 
visible and tangible. From this he demonstrates, first, how the elements 
contribute to the composition of the cosmos and, second, how they have 
been arranged in the universe. For if it is necessary for the cosmos to 
be visible and tangible, then it needs fire and earth. After all, that which 
is primarily visible (to prétés horaton) is fire. First, because the visible 
things themselves are lights, for all the colours are products of light.3* 
Next, because sight itself is light proceeding from an aetherial substance 
(ousia aitherédes).33 Third, because sight and the visible require light to 
bring them together if each of them is to exist in actuality, as is said 
and demonstrated in Republic (507d-e). What is responsible for bringing 
these things together? It is light. As a result, if the cosmos is to be visible, 
it is requisite that fire enter into its generation. And further to this we 
may note that Pythagoras shows that the eye is analogous to fire in his 
Treatise to Abaris.3* For itis the most elevated of the sense organs, as fire is 
the most elevated of the elements; and moreover it makes use of piercing 
activities, as does fire. Finally there is no small similarity between the 
conic form [of the visual ray that comes from the eye] and the pyramidal 
form of fire.35 


3? qTpadTov pév, STI Kal AUTA TA SpATA PHOTA EOT TavTA yap Ta YPONATA Eyyova éoTI 
gwrtés. Aristotle makes light the activity of the transparent by means of which colours 
are seen (DA 418br ff.). All colour is seen in light, though there are other visible things 
like phosphoresence that are seen without light (419a8). Plotinus and Proclus both 
resist this ‘passive’ view of light and make it an active principle. Most importantly for 
this passage, at one point Plotinus appears to say that colours are lights or illuminations 

(phota), I.4.5, 11. 

Proclus perhaps refers to Timaeus 45b4-d3. The fire that comes out of the eye is akin 

to the light of day. Though Plato does not call the eyeball an aetherial substance, he 

does say that it is smooth (/eios) and dense (pyknos). 

34 Jamblichus VPyth. 19 says that Pythagoras instructed Abaris the Hyperborean in mat- 
ters of physiology and theology. If there was such a treatise, it would doubtless have 
represented itself as the content of that instruction. Cf. Thesleff (1961), 19. 

35 The fire particles of the Timaeus are, of course, pyramids (52d5). As for Proclus’ claim 
that it is the most elevated of the elements, Plato does call it the préton eidos. (For 
Aristotle on fire’s special status, cf. GC 335a18-20 and n. 16 above.) While Plato does 
not explicitly say that the ray that proceeds from the eye in vision is conical, this seems a 
reasonable inference. For the cone of vision, Diehl refers us to [Aristotle], Prob. g11bs. 
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Plato did not say, however, that only fire is visible. This statement is 
doubly false. First, when fire in and of itself exists unmixed with other 
elements, it is in no way visible but is merely conceived of (epinoein) as 
something visible. Second, none of the other elements will be visible if 
only fire is visible. After all, it would be one thing to say that they are 
visible on account of fire and together with fire, but something else again 
to say that only fire itself is visible. Hence he did not say the latter since 
it can be refuted in these two ways, but rather says the former — that 
nothing is visible separate from fire, from which one might infer that 
all bodies participate in fire, but different bodies have different sorts of 
fire (II. 66.19-28). For light and flame are not the same thing, nor is 
flame the same thing as burning coal,}° but from higher up there is a 
deterioration (byphesis) of fire down as far as Earth. It proceeds from a 
more immaterial, purer and less corporeal condition until it gets to the 
most fully enmattered and densely packed bodies. For there are even 
streams of fire under the Earth, as Empedocles says at one point: 


beneath the surface [of the earth] burn many fires. 
(DK B52) 


Therefore we should not be amazed at how it happens that the fire is not 
quenched even when it is in liquid form. For all the elements permeate 
(x6rein) one another, though what predominates in one thing is different 
from what predominates in another. And besides, light too is a kind of 
fire penetrating everything. Now, Numenius supposes that all things have 
been mixed, and so thinks nothing is simple (fr. 50 des Places). But Plato 
knew the mixture of these things and also relates the nature of each of 
them individually, moulding the elements out of figures.37 

But perhaps the marvellous Aristotle will contest our account by posit- 
ing that not all visible things are so through participation in fire, for the 
chorus of stars and the mighty sun itself are not [in his view] things 
composed of fire even though they are visible.3* But one might respond 
to him by saying that enmattered fire is one thing but immaterial fire 


3© Cf. Arist. Top. 134b29: these are all species of fire. See also Alexander in Sens. 22.8-19. 
37 The epistemic situation of Numenius is contrasted with the certainty of the divine Plato 
by means of the distinction between the verb: oietai versus oiden. It seems unlikely that 
Numenius himself took any pains to qualify his claims to know. Certainly Proclus’ report 
earlier on the three gods (in Tim. I. 303.27-304.4 = fr. 21 des Places) sounds dogmatic 
enough. Moreover, Numenius’ own remarks on the sceptical Academy suggest that he 
would not have sought to express his own views in terms that indicated that such matters 
were beyond our understanding. Perhaps Proclus is simply catching at words here. 

Diehl refers to Mete. 3413 ff., while Festugiére draws our attention to 339b30-340a3. 
Proclus rejects Aristotle’s view that the heavens are composed of the fifth element, 
aether. Instead he supposes that the celestial spheres are composed of a mixture of all 
four of the elements — albeit the ‘summits’ or purest forms of these elements (II. 49.2 
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is another — that is, it is immaterial because compared to the matter of 
the things in the sublunary sphere it is immaterial — and the one kind is 
destructible while the other is indestructible (II. 10.3). While one kind 
is mixed with air, the other is pure. And generally speaking, because fire 
has many forms, perhaps Aristotle will concede to this account}? and 
listen to the theologians (Or. Chald. 60) who call the sun ‘fire, channel of 
fire’ and ‘dispenser of fire’ and all other such names. For to what else can 
he assign the visible? ‘To something other than what is able to engender 
light? And what else is of such a kind other than fire?*° For earth is that 
which produces the complete opposite, since it is the cause of darkness 
and the more earthly partakes less of light. But air and water are trans- 
parent and not intrinsically visible things. Hence each of these [air and 
water] is a middle term between that which is primarily visible and that 
which stands in the way of [or occludes] visible things. And they may be 
a cause of other things being seen [when they function as the medium], 
but they are not causes themselves in as much as each is transparent. 
Nevertheless, other things are seen through them. So the only remaining 
option is that it is fire that illuminates and makes the object visible by its 
presence. 

And if someone were to say that the heavenly element is not fire, 
though it is visible and capable of illuminating, we shall ask him from 
whence does the fire down here (entautha) derive this capacity?+' For if 
each is such as to engender the light that enables perception, what reason 


ff.; cf. Timaeus 31b4; 40a2; 58c). In the Neoplatonic tradition subsequent to Proclus, 
Philoponus is the most outspoken critic of the Aristotelian notion of aether, though his 
reasons for this are bound up with his Christianity. See frs. 56-61 of Against Aristotle 
on the Eternity of the World = Simplic. in Cael. 84 ff. In the contra Proclum 520.8-20, 
Philoponus deploys the very objection that Proclus considers here, but Philoponus 
attributes it to Theophrastus: “The Demiurge began the composite of the cosmos from 
fire and earth. But it is necessary that what has been generated as corporeal in kind be 
resistant and visible. Theophrastus says that if the tangible and visible result from earth 
and fire, the stars and heavens will be composed of these. But this is not so. He says 
these things in introducing the fifth element that moves in a circle’ (= Diels, Dox. Gr. 


Proclus calls the mixture of the four elements in the heavens a fifth essence (ousia), though 
it is not an element (II. 40.26). 

4° For Aristotle’s account of why the sun and stars give off light and heat, see Cvel. 2.7 and 
Mete. 341a12-36. He claims that their heat in particular is brought about by the fact 
that their movement ignites the air that lies in a band beneath the innermost celestial 
sphere (that is, the upper atmosphere of Earth). For a defence of Aristotle’s view, see 
Alexander in Mete. 18.8—-19.19; Simplic. in Cael. 435.12 ff. 

Philoponus also argues from the similarity of the powers of celestial and terrestrial 
bodies to the conclusion that they are composed from the same elements. ‘For there 
is perhaps no [quality] observed in the things there that does not also belong to the 
terrestrial bodies’ fr. 59, (Wildberg, 1987). 
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could there be not to call each fire, though one be immaterial and the 
other enmattered? (I mean ‘immaterial’ or ‘enmattered’, as I said before 
(8.24), distinguishing that kind [of matter] that stays forever in the same 
condition and in its own proper form from the kind that is densest and 
does not retain the forms.) Since, as we shall learn, matter pervades the 
whole cosmos, just as the gods say (Or: Chald. 3.4); for this reason Plato 
goes on to call matter the receptacle of the universe in what follows.** 
Such, then, are the kinds of light that correspond to the sorts of fire, and 
the analogy shows that even the light from up there (ekeithen) is a result 
of fire. 

It must also be said that Plato does not characterize fire by either heat 
or its tendency to move upwards (because this is a distinctive feature of 
fire here when it is not in its appropriate place), but he rather distin- 
guishes fire by reference to visiblity. This feature belongs jointly to all 
fire, whether it be the divine kind or the perishable or the kind that burns 
or that which strengthens.*3 


C. Earth is what is primarily tangible 


On another point, the same terms must be applied to earth because it 
is that which is primarily solid. Please don’t anyone tell me that earth 
has come to be solid from something external to itself.++ No — within 


# Aristotle’s term for matter (4u/é) appears once in Plato’s Timaeus (69a6), but not in the 
sense in which Aristotle uses the word. However, it is clear that Proclus is following 
the well-worn path marked out by Aristotle in identifying matter with the receptacle 
(to metaléptikon, Phys. 4.1, 20gb11-12). Modern friends of Plato have questioned this 
identification. See, for example, Cherniss (1944), 121-2. However ancient Platonists 
seem to have been less hesitant to accept it. The identification goes back to at least 
Antiochus of Ascalon (cf. Cicero, Acad. 2. 27 ff. and Dillon (1996), 82). Proclus could 
have found authority for it both in sources that he trusts (e.g. Timaeus Locrus 205.9 
(Thesleff)) and those whom he regularly criticizes (e.g. Plutarch, De An. Proc. 102.4¢; cf. 
Cherniss (1976)). Reydams-Schils (1999) argues that the assimilation of the receptacle 
to matter is motivated in large part by the tendency among middle Platonists to read 
the Timaeus through the filter of Stoicism. One way to understand the two principles 
of Stoic physics — god and matter — is in terms of the Timaeus. God in the Stoic scheme 
collapses into one principle three distinct principles from Plato’s work: the paradigm, 
the Demiurge and the World Soul, cf. Moreau (1965), 160 ff. 

Perhaps a reference to the action of daylight in coalescing the fire that comes from 

within the eye, Timaeus 45¢3. 

44 Festugiére conjectures that this potential objection may not be one assigned to a purely 
hypothetical critic. He supposes that it might be part of the Parmenidean theory of the 
two forms (fr. 8, 53-9) of Light and Night. I think that if Proclus or his teacher have 
anyone in mind at all, it might be someone like Anaximenes who supposes that earth 
derives its solidity from the condensation of the air (Theophrastus, ap. Simplic. in Phys. 
24.26) or something else ‘external to it’. 
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the class of sensible things, that which is most solid possesses this defin- 
ing property prior to those that are less so. After all, it is also the case 
that that which is most especially hot [has the corresponding] distinctive 
property ahead of things that are less hot. And it is from this [i.e. the 
elemental heat] that things that are less hot acquire their share of this 
property. Therefore, in just the same way, that which is especially solid 
imparts its own solidity to that which is less solid. If earth is the most 
solid of the elements, and if what is most solid is the cause of solidity 
among the less solid things with which it is mixed and it is not the case 
that the things that are less so are the cause of being such and such to the 
things that especially or outstandingly have this property* — if all this is 
so, then it is surely necessary that earth is the cause of solidity among the 
other elements, thereby being opposed to fire. And if we were to assume 
what is apparent to us (ta phainomena) through perception — assuming 
that the heavens are fiery and that the earth upon which we walk is a par- 
ticularly clear example of earth — the opposition between these two will 
be obvious. The one is always in motion while the other is motionless. 
Moreover the former is pre-eminently visible while the other is pre- 
eminently tangible. Finally the heavens are maximally rarified through 
light, but the earth is maximally dense on account of darkness.4° But if 
we wish to consider the initial (préta) elements of things here — that is, 
fire itself gua fire or earth gua earth — in a short while we will provide 
all their oppositions when we also examine the proportions of the four 
elements. Be that as it may, let us assume from this that it is manifestly 
true that the visible is the defining property of fire and the tangible is 
the distinguishing property of earth. 

On account of this, Porphyry reports the following division among the 
kinds of daemons.*’ The visible ones have an excess of fieriness in their 


45 Cf. ET 97. In a causal series, the original cause has the distinctive property prétés. It 
communicates this property to its effects which have it only kath’ hyphesin and through 
reversion. 

46 Proclus here enumerates two of the three powers that are distinctive of these elements 
on his own account of them, im Tim. II. 39.19 ff. 

47 In the Platonic tradition daemons are the semi-divine intermediaries between gods and 
men (cf. Symp. 202e). The Epinomis — perhaps the work of Philip of Opus who edited 
the Laws after Plato’s death — gives Timaeus 4oa an odd twist. In the Epinomis we find a 
fourfold division of created creatures in the world which mimics the four kinds within 
the Intelligible Living Being. The divisions seem to be based on the dwelling place of 
each kind of creature: gods in the heavens, birds in the air, fish in water and terrestrial 
creatures. The Epinomis adds aether to the four elements and makes a division of the 
kinds of living creature based upon what ingredient predominates in the mixture of 
elements within them. There are daemons intermediate between the gods and mortal 
creatures composed mostly of earth. Some are composed of air and others mostly of 
aether. Demigods are the genus composed mostly from water (Epinomis 984d-985d). 
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composition and [asa result] also have nothing ofa resistant nature, while 
the ones that have participated in earth fall under the [faculty of] touch. 
But these divisions were refuted, he adds, by the nature of the dae- 
mons who appear to the Italians around Tuscany. For they are distinctive 
not only on account of emitting sperm and generating worms from the 
sperm, but also by burning and leaving behind ashes. From these things, 
surely, and from Porphyry it is shown that all things participate in earth. 
But [even though everything participates in earth] the nature of earth 
is not the same everywhere in all the parts of the cosmos, but at some 
places it is purer, less material and without heaviness (for heaviness is not 
the defining property of earth, but rather tangibility is). In other places 
it is more enmattered and heavy and difficult to move. In some places it 
exhibits only solidity, while in others it takes on powers that result from 
the fact that these are works of genesis (genesiourgos) and enmattered — 
just as in the case of fire. 

Suppose Aristotle had heard what we have said and urged the follow- 
ing puzzle: how is it that if there is fire in the heavens they are moved 
in a circle and not in a straight line?+* We would have to respond to 
him by invoking Plotinus’ argument that every simple body, when it is 
in its proper place, either remains motionless or is moved in a circle, 
lest it depart from its proper place. For if it is moved in another fash- 
ion, either it will no longer be in its own place or else it is not yet in 
its proper place.*? Since the heavenly realm is fiery of necessity, then, if 


We find subsequent Platonists working out theories of daemons: Xenocrates, Albinus, 
Plutarch, Porphyry, Iamblichus. 

Proclus gives a short account of daemons in in Alc. 67.17 ff. It is also possible that 
he intended a seventh book of the Platonic Theology to survey the orders of encosmic 
gods, including daemons. The question is taken up in pp. xxxv—xliv of the introduction 
to volume VI. Thomas Taylor believed in such a book and appended an essay to his 
translation of Platonic Theology in which he assembles passages from Proclus’ other 
works and weaves them together with his own remarks. Further references to daemons 
in Proclus are provided in C. Zintzen, s.v. Geister (Damonen), §c, Hellenistische und 
kaiserzeitliche Philosophie, cols. 640-68 in vol. ix, Klauser, Dolger and Lietzmann 
(1950). For the short course on daemons in Middle Platonism, see Dillon (1996), 46-7. 
For a fuller treatment, see Brenk (1986). 

Cael. 1.2, 269b33-5. Aristotle argues that the element that makes up the heavens can- 
not be either light or heavy since it doesn’t move toward or away from the centre. It 
cannot move in a straight line because (a) each element has but one natural motion and 
(b) rectilinear motion is peculiar to the four elements that he thinks he has already 
excluded from being the elements of the heavens in the previous chapter. 

Proclus omits, for the moment at least, one important aspect of Plotinus’ discussion 
(IL. 2.1, 23-4). Fire is naturally such as to be in motion. Thus it cannot just stop when 
it gets to its natural place but must keep moving and can only stay in its natural place 
by moving in a circle. Proclus adds this crucial premise a few lines later at 12.13-14. I 
believe that Proclus does add something important to Plotinus’ progress on this subject. 
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it moves, it moves in a circle. For even in the case of the earth, if it were 
moved, then it would be moved in a circle, lest it abandon its place in the 
middle. For whenever fire is carried upward it is carried upward because 
it was in an alien place; and the clod of earth is carried downward for 
the same reason. Overall, the movement of the elements in a straight 
line results from their being in a position that is contrary to their natures. 
So it is simply a mistake to say that when fire moves in a straight line it 
is moved in accordance with nature.°° For it is particularly in accordance 
with nature when it occupies its proper place. But whenever it is carried 
to its proper place, it is so because its previous location was contrary to 
its nature. When this is demonstrated it is then obvious that the heavenly 
fire, since it is moved, is moved in a circle — and so there is no problem 
for Plato’s account on this point. For if fire were not moved in a circle, 
it would not yet be in its natural place. But if it is in its natural place, 


Proclus’ account of the three defining powers of the elements provides an explanation 
for why fire is always in motion while the other elements are not. Plotinus has no 
explanation for this. 

5° Aristotle insists that the rectilinear motions are the natural motions of the four sim- 
ple bodies (Phys. 4.8, 214a14; Cael. 1.2, 269a27), so it appears that here Proclus flatly 
contradicts him. However, the question of the extent to which Proclus really disagrees 
with Aristotle is complicated. On the one hand, Aristotle accepts that natural place can 
also be a cause of rest. Thus, earth is naturally at rest when it is in the middle. Aristotle 
infers that the rectilinear motion exhibited by the earth when it falls is also natural. 
Why? Well, it must be either natural or forced. When an object is moved to a place by 
force, it must remain there by force. Since the earth in the centre requires no force to 
remain there, its movement to the centre is natural (Cael. 3.2, 300428; cf. 2.13, 269420). 
If Proclus seriously wants to say that the motion of earth toward the centre is contrary 
to nature because it takes place only in virtue of the fact that the earth is not in its 
natural place to begin with, then it appears that the only “natural motion” of earth, air 
and water will be either (perversely) rest or else rotation in each one’s natural place. 
The hypothetical character of the previous considerations about the earth’s circular 
movement (eltrep éxiveito, KUKAG Sv exivfOn 12.1-2) suggests that he would not want to 
accept the second alternative for the remaining three elements. The real disagreement 
between Proclus (and Plotinus too) and Aristotle is not so much about the very idea 
of natural rectilinear motion, but rather (a) whether fire’s natural motion is rectilinear 
or circular and (b) whether fire is such that it ever has a natural state of rest. Proclus 
takes Plotinus’ reply to Aristotle further by giving an account of fire according to which 
it is essentially in motion. In one sense, then, this is its natural motion and rectilinear 
motion is unnatural for it, since it exhibits this motion only when it is not in its natural 
place. In another sense, however, fire’s motion upwards is natural for it is explained by 
fire’s natural place. Proclus can take on board Aristotle’s account of natural place. What 
they really disagree about is the essentially kinetic character of fire. This is fortunate, 
for the Neoplatonists generally accept the explanatory utility of natural place — with 
the exception of Philoponus (in Phys. 581.8—3 1; 632.4—634.2). Iamblichus is particularly 
important for establishing the causal power of the particular places of individual bodies 
over and above the general influence of natural place on the elements in Aristotelianism 
(ap. Simplic. in Phys. 639.23-640.12). 
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then it will either be motionless or else it will be moved in a circle. But 
it is impossible for it to be motionless, since all fire is by nature highly 
mobile. Therefore it can only be the case that it is moved ina circle. But 
let us return to the topic at hand. 


D. Summary 


If the universe is generated, it is necessary that it be perceptible. And if 
it is perceptible, it must be visible and tangible. But if this is the case, 
then it must be composed of fire and earth. And if it is composed of these 
things, it must also be composed of the intermediate elements. For earth 
and fire are set furthest apart from one another — to just as great a degree 
as touch and sight have been set apart — and if the cosmos is to be visible 
there must be fire, and if it is tangible there must be earth. For that which 
is solid is tangible insofar as it is capable of standing firmly against the 
sense of touch. What is easily broken up and cannot withstand being 
touched is in no way tangible. On account of this, Pythagoras called 
the earth ‘stouthearted’ (#/émén)5" in as much as it is solid and pushes 
back against touch; and also as something that is not easily moved and 
which participates in the capacity to be stable. Therefore, if it is just as 
he said, and there must be fire in order that the cosmos may be visible, 
and there must be earth in order that it may be tangible, then god from 
the beginning must make the universe out of fire and earth. But this is 
not because the god actually made these things first, for we have long ago 
given up on the idea of a generation of the cosmos in time.** But since all 
the physiologists start out from opposites,°} for this reason Plato too says 
that the universe starts with a composition of fire and earth in order that 
its visibility may be realized through the fire and its tangibility through 
the solid [character] of earth, which he with total accuracy denominates ‘a 
certain solid’. For physical solids are one thing, but mathematical solids 
are another. The latter are intangible, but the former tangible and of 
course it is the tangible one that the argument now requires. For the 
physical solid is the kind that is tangible. 

Those who raise the puzzle about why earth alone counts as solid 
are absurd; for both water and air, they say, are like this. We may sim- 
ply reply to them that resistance (to antitypon) especially belongs to 
earth. At any rate, earth is the foundation (hypobathron) of the others, 
for earth acts as a support for water and for air; in fact for both of 


5t The word tlémén occurs in the Golden Verses, but not in a way that suggests that it has a 
physical symbolism according to which it refers to earth. Nothing in the commentaries 
of Iamblichus or Hierocles suggests this either. 

5? Cf. in Tim. I. 276.30 ff. 53 Cf. Arist. Phys. 187a19-30. 
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them. Therefore earth is the first tangible thing and the first resistant 
thing and on account of this it is the first solid. We will dismiss those 
who say that he called the three elements that come after fire ‘earth’ 
in this passage. For one could not say what would remain to be the 
middle term between earth and fire [if these other elements counted as 
earth]. 


II. The second gift of the Demiurge: bond and proportion 


It is not possible for only two things to be well combined in the absence 
of some third thing, for there must be some bond between the middle to 
effect the combination of both. The finest bond is the one which makes 
both itself and the things that are bound one. (3 1bg-c4) 


A. The bond in general 


In this passage, the bond (desmos) is understood as offering itself as an 
image of divine unification and the mutual sharing of powers in virtue 
of which the intellectual causes of wholes achieve their productions. On 
the other hand, what is fine is here understood as involving a unifying 
and binding essence and power. For the words well combined and the 
finest of bonds both appear to me to have this signification. Beginning, 
therefore, from the Dyad as something aligned with (suzugos) Genera- 
tion, Procession and Difference, he introduces unification to the things 
that participate in the Dyad and also harmonious association through 
the bond — this gift being the second of the things given to the cosmos 
by the Demiurge.*+ 

I beg the misinterpreters of Plato not to raise any of the following 
objections against his discourse: 

(1) Those who say that semicircles require no kind of bond in the 
generation of the circle do not speak correctly. For the circle is not 
established from semicircles but rather the opposite is the case. For 
when the circle a/ready exists — and not as something composed out 
of semicircles — then when the diameter is drawn then at that point 


54 The dyad in question seems to be the two extreme terms of the four elements, fire and 
earth. The bond will be the relation of proportion that is introduced between them 
by the two middle terms, air and water. Generally speaking, the Neoplatonists appeal 
to some sort of dyad or pair of items in order to explain the devolution from unitary 
principles to plurality. The relation of such notions as ‘the one’ and ‘the dyad’ to Plato’s 
own philosophy is a vexed one. Proclus, however, employs the metaphysical mechanism 
of unitary and dyadic principles at a variety of levels. Different pairs play the role of the 
dyad at different levels of being, cf. in Tim. I. 176.6 ff., II. 18.1-8. For the role of one 
and dyad in Iamblichus, see Dillon (1973), 29-33. 
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semicircles are made. The name itself proves this, since ‘semicircle’ has 
its derivation from ‘circle’ and not vice versa. 

(2) Neither are those who take it that the monad and the dyad are 
somehow opposed and have no middle correct.5> For Plato does not say 
simply that in the case of things of whatever character, there is something 
between them, but says instead that in the case of such things as are 
intended to complete the subsistence (Aupostasis) of a single composite, 
[there is something else between the things joined]. Hence, he said that 
‘it is impossible to combine two things well a/one separate from a third 
thing’, and the monad and the dyad are not opposites since the dyad is 
made of monads. 

(3) Nor again do those who cite examples of things that are destroyed 
together like the honey that has been mixed with wine [say anything 
worthwhile].°° For these things no longer exist when the mixture 
comes to be. Moreover, we are not now examining things that perish 
together (for there is nothing so wonderful in that) but rather how the 
things that have been harmonized in relation to one another endure. For 
this bond is the cause of preservation to the things that have been bound, 
not of their common perishing and destruction. 

(4) Those who adduce as an example the “communion” of men and 
women as something that does not require the bond of a third in order to 
sustain it are also mistaken.°” These people have overlooked the details 
of their own case and do not see the greatest bond — that of love — which 
motivates the communion; awakening it in one manner with respect to 
psychic life and in another with respect to the physical. 


55 Perhaps Nicomachus of Gerasa is intended. He seems to equate the one and the dyad 
with sameness and otherness, and treats the latter pair as opposed (Introduction to Arith- 
metic, 1.18.1, II.19.1 (ed. Hoche)). Yet he also claims that the dyad comes from the 
doubling of the monad (4rith. II.17.1; cf. [Iamblichus], Theol. Arith. 5.4 (de Falco)). 
Proclus exploits this internal tension, insisting that monad and dyad are not opposed 
because the dyad is made of two monads. 

Proclus perhaps has in mind the Stoic species of mixture called ‘fusion’ (ovyyvois) in 

which the ingredients in the mixture cease to exist and a new third substance comes 

into being (Alexander Mixt. 216.22-5 = SVF II.473). Alternatively, he may be thinking 

of Stoic krasis but understanding it in terms of Diogenes Laertius’ text (7.151) — a 

text where modern editors frequently read sygkrathésetai for Diogenes’ symphtharésetai, 

Lewis (1988). Note his use of this term below. 

57 koinoneé can, of course, be a euphemism for ‘to have sex with’, cf. Plato, Laws 784e. It 
is not likely that Proclus — who seems to have abstained willingly from sexual relations 
(Marinus, VProc. 17) — found much humour in this objection. His reply alludes to the 
distinction drawn in Symposium 208e-209a between those who are pregnant in body 
and thus respond to erés by having children as opposed to those who are pregnant in 
soul and bring forth much finer things. 
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(5) Nor is the example of the body and soul one where there is no 
bond. For there is a middle term between these — the bond on account 
of ensoulment. 

(6) Neither is the example of things that are fused together like gold 
or silver since there is the same substrate (ousia) of these, for both of 
them are water.5® 

So you see all of these people have simply been led astray from the 
real thought of Plato. 

‘To return to the point, we say in accordance with what was said previ- 
ously that it is necessary, first, that there really be the two [constituents] 
in relation to the composition of the one object; next that it should not be 
the case that there is mutual destruction (symphtheresthai) in relation to 
the composite — for then there would again not be things that have been 
bound together, but no longer anything — and third that they genuinely 
be the elements of the thing that they compose. If these conditions are 
met, then it really will require some third thing in order to bring about 
the composition. For what will lead the [constitutent elements] to form a 
single thing since they are separate, divided and furthest away from one 
another? But if nothing happens to them, they will remain divided and 
persist in the same manner that they were in before. But if something 
does happen, besides what already has happened, this thing that happens 
will be the bond between them, since it would be the thing that brings 
them together into one composite. 

Now a bond is spoken of in three ways. One kind is the pre-existing 
(proyparchén) bond in the cause of the things that have come together. 
Another is the immanent (enyparchén) bond in the things that have been 
bound together, which has the same rank (bomostoichos) as them and is 
connate (symphyés) with them. The third sense of bond is intermediate 
between these. On the one hand, it proceeds from the cause, but on the 
other it is also manifested (emphainomenos) in the things that have been 
bound. ‘Take an example. The bond of the animal and of the parts in 
it is, first, the one rational forming principle (/ogos) that has been pre- 
established (proidrymenos) in the very cause of the animal. In another 
sense, the nerves and the muscles come to be a bond of the things in 
the animal. Third is the single physical rational forming principle that 
proceeds from the cause and uses the nerves and all the material organic 


58 Proclus here uses ousia in the Stoic sense of substrate or matter. For the idea that metals 
that melt when heated have water as their underlying matter, see Aristotle [?] Mete. 
4.10, 389a7-12. Here Aristotle describes things as ‘out of water or earth. Alexander 
explicitly calls the water and earth in these metals the matter (in Mete. 220.27). On the 
authenticity of book 4 of Aristotle’s Meteorologica and the chemical theory therein, see 
the introduction in Lewis (1996). 
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bonds for the composition of the animal. For this third thing is neither 
transcendent in relation to what has been composed nor is it excluded 
from the class of true causes, since it has the status of ‘that without 
which’. 

You must not understand the bond presently being discussed as the 
first kind of bond. For that bond has been shown not to differ from the 
cause, but the cause entirely transcends the things of which it is the cause. 
However, Plato says that the bond is im between the things that have been 
bound together, and what is in the middle of something is not separated 
from that thing. 

Nor must you understand by what is said that he is here discussing the 
organic and completing (te/eutaion) bond. For the bond in this respect is 
neither master of itself nor does it bring about the appropriate unifica- 
tion. But remember that Plato said ‘that which makes both itself and the 
composite to be one’. It is possible to arrange this in the middle and for it 
to have this power through proportion, which is the most beautiful bond, 
and it is possible to give to this bond the power of making all things one 
and the same. Therefore this bond is inseparable from the things that 
it binds and the proportion is the bond. It is both different from all the 
things that have been bound, and at the same time immanent in them. 
The Demiurgic will is a transcendent bond of the things bound, since 
Plato has the Demiurge say to the generated gods ‘[you have received 
the guarantee] of my will —- a greater and more sovereign bond than 
those with which you were bound when you came to be’ (41b4-6). So 
it remains for us to understand [the bond in question] according to the 
middle mode and as having the middle form of bond, neither creative 
(poiétikon) nor organic. 


1. Digression: what does the bond of the world’s body 
symbolize? 


From whence do we get the conception of such a bond, and of what 
is it a symbol?5° (i) Of course it comes from the one cause of whole 
things, for the capacity to make something one is present to all things in 


59 Consistent with the pattern of Neoplatonic causal overdetermination from above, Pro- 
clus now catalogues all the causes or sources of our conception of the bond of analogy. 
These include the One, of course, as well as the One-Being of the second hypothesis 
of the Parmenides; the All-perfect Living Being upon which the Demiurge models the 
cosmos; and finally the unspecified cause of continuity. Festugiére in his note on this 
passage stresses the manner in which encosmic things, like the bond of proportion, 
are symbols of higher realities. He examines what he takes to be an analogical pattern 
of interpretation in which things here are paired with things up there, cf. Festugiére 
(1971); 561-3. 
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respect of this — the font of all unification, through which even intellect 
is conjoined to the intelligible, bringing forth the light of truth which, 
of course, is the very first bond. [This cause] is that by which all things 
are conjoined and in some way contribute to a complete unity (since it 
has given rise to likeness); and it is that through which the Beings that 
have proceeded revert upon their appropriate principles. (ii) And the 
conception of such a bond also comes from the One-Being®® which is 
the very first of beings and encompasses in a unified manner (héndmends) 
the causes of all things in respect of the bond in itself and the divine 
unification. (iii) Further, the conception of this bond also proceeds from 
the All-perfect Living Being, for the intelligible universe is united in 
itself well before the sensible world is; and prior to proportion down 
below, the causes of the wholes which are immanent in the intelligible 
pervade each other — just those causes which proportion imitates when it 
produces all things in everything and makes different things participate 
in the same qualities. (iv) And surely the conception of such a bond also 
proceeds from the cause of continuity, for proportion also introduces 
continuity to the things bound by it, which Plato says is ‘indissoluble’ by 
everything ‘except the one who bound them’ (41a9). Therefore, in virtue 
of proceeding from these causes, the bond is connective and the cause 
of communion and of the single unification of things that were separate 
<and opposed to one another>.®*' This bond is the conductor (chorégos) 
of harmony, and responsible for different things working together (lit. 
conspiring — sympnoia) and tending towards one and the same unity; 
and it is all these things in order to resemble the causes from which 
this concept has been given to us. Now that these things have been so 
distinguished and defined, let us return to the very thing that we have 
proposed to consider. 


B. Application to the case of bond in the cosmos 


Now, since it was necessary for the cosmos to be something generated, 
visible and tangible, it was in need of fire and earth. Fire it needed in 
order to be visible. For sight is aetherial, and on account of this it gives 
off rays;°? but the thing that brings both of these together [i-e. that 
which sees and that which is visible] is light. Now, all light comes from 


6° The One-Being or to hen on appears in the second hypothesis of Plato’s Parmenides. See 
Plat. Theol. TI § 24 for a summary of Proclus’ views on the One-Being. 

St Reading kai tijs Tév vavticov in accordance with Diehl’s suggestion rather than merely 
Kroll’s kai in the lacuna. 

& The claim that what sees is aetherial is probably connected in some way with the doctrine 
of the aetherial vehicle of the soul. Simplicius [?] in his De Anima commentary notes in 
passing that the aetherial vehicle is capable of perception. 
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fire (for it does not come from earth, which instead engenders darkness) 
though, just as we said earlier (8.22), fire comes in many forms. Because 
the cosmos is tangible, it is in need of earth, for earth is that which 
is particularly solid. This is so because it is more stable (sonimétera) 
and unimpressionable (antitypéterz) than the other elements, and what is 
particularly solid is particularly tangible since it resists the application 
of pressure more than what is not solid. Therefore earth is especially 
tangible. Let us therefore take it that these two elements are first among 
the things laid down in the universe and are opposed to one another. 
Fire is analogous to form, to male and to things of this kind; but earth 
corresponds to female and matter. 

Now, since these things are thus oppositionally divided 
(antidiéirémenon) by essence, by power, by activity, by [being appre- 
hended by different and opposed] senses and by location, there will be 
no single ordering of things nor one cosmos unless some bond comes to 
be between them and is a reciprocal association. For it is not possible 
for two things®? to be well combined in the absence of some 
third thing. Plato has advanced a general proposition in saying ‘some 
third thing’ (ina). But if you wish you can add the words ‘entirely 
opposed’ and you will produce an utterly irrefutable (anelegktotaton)°+ 
proposition and one that has been more subject to agreement. For 
to combine two most opposite things with one another into a single 
composite is impossible without the presence of some third thing. 
They will either come together by themselves or be brought together 
by something else. But it is impossible for them to come together by 


I suspect that the suggestion that perception is the product of rays resulting from the 
aetherial nature of that which sees may be Pythagorean in its origins. Aetherial rays play 
a role in the account of perception in the Anonymi of Alexander Polyhistor (= D.L. 7.27 
ff.). This would be consonant with the table of opposites that Proclus goes on to give. 
Aristotle’s original table of opposites (Metaph. 1.5, 986a22), which he ascribes to the 
Pythagoreans, takes no account of matter and form, though it does oppose light (fire?) 
to dark (earth?) and male to female. But it is not hard to imagine that these oppositions 
were updated by later enthusiastic Neoplatonists. 

Proclus’ quotation here diverges from Plato’s text and from his previous quotation in 
the lemma. There he gives the text: SU 8 udve KAAS oUvioTacbai TpiToOU Xwpis OU 


6 


a 


Suvatév. Here we have SUo0 ydp Tiva Kadds ouviotacbal tpitou xwpis &SUvarTov. It is 
possible that this is because he is now looking at a different manuscript than the one he 
was looking at earlier (Diehl ad 17.26). Or it may simply be inadvertance on Proclus’ 
part. This may be compounded by the fact that 17.2 3-18.4 was tacked on to an earlier 
lecture in the course of Proclus’ subsequent revisions (Festugiére). For the question 
of discrepancies between lemmata and subsequent theéria and /exis in the commentary 
tradition, Festugiére refers us to Praechter (1990). 

4 Probably a neologism of the Athenian school. The TLG shows three occurrences of 
this superlative: two in Proclus and one in Syrianus. Needless to say, it is rather unclear 
what it might mean to use ‘irrefutable’ in a comparative sense. 
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themselves due to the conservation of their essences (ousia) since they are 
opposites, most distant from one another and even running away from 
one another. Therefore they must be brought together by another thing 
and this thing will be the bond. As a result, the opposites will require 
some third thing. And so the universe proceeded from a dyad to a triad. 
It originated from the dyad because all generation has an affinity with 
this principle, since Difference, the Unlimited and Empedoclean Strife®s 
belong to generated objects. But for now the universe has proceeded just 
as far as the triad by virtue of the bond it requires. 

Once again, then, some third thing must be assumed as the middle 
term between earth and fire which brings them together. For example, let 
us suppose this is the wet which is common to both air and water.” After 
all, this is the kind of thing that connects earth since it cements it together 
and connects what has been spread around, but it is also a underlying 
subject (bupokeimenon) for fire, providing nourishment and stability to it. 
But from this triad the tetrad will shortly be revealed because the things 
to be combined are solids (32b). Therefore it is correctly said that the 
bond brings with it beauty, harmonious association and unification. But 
what this bond is and how it is immanent to the things that are bound 
Plato shows through the rest of the discourse: 


By nature this bonding is best accomplished by proportion (analogia). 
(31¢4) 


C. Proportion is the finest bond 


It must be said that this proportion is the very bond that we are now 
inquiring into, and the middle term or the middle terms are said to 
be bonds in the third manner.” For the proportion is not only in the 


65 Cf. DK 17.8 and 19. Perhaps Proclus is not reaching too far to see an allusion to 
Empedocles. Festugiére thinks that Empedocles’ principle of Love is echoed at Timaeus 
322. Perhaps one might add Gorg. 508a. 
Proclus illustrates his point with an example similar in some ways to Aristotle’s theory of 
the elements (GCII.3, 330a30-b8). In what follows Proclus will reject Aristotle’s account 
of each element as involving two contraries in favour of his own account according to 
which each has three features, two of which it shares with the elements on either side 
of it (11.39.19-40.2). The illustration is not meant to represent Aristotle’s view. The 
moist is offered as a potential middle term between fire and earth for two reasons: its 
capacity to hold earth together and its capacity to feed fire. Cf. Tim. 43a1, [Aristotle], 
Prob. 934b20 for moisture as a cause of sand becoming cemented together. Note that 
Aristotle rejects the belief that fire is fed by moisture. He argues against those who hold 
this view, but does not attribute it to anyone by name, Mete. 2.2, 35545. 
97 Festugiére reads kat& tov TpITTév TpdTrov with Kroll rather than the tpitov in the mss. 
He supposes that this ‘threefold manner’ refers forward to the discussion of arithmetic, 
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things that stand in the same ratio, but it is also its own binding principle as 
well as the bond of these terms — the former [it binds] through the ratios, 
but itself by preserving the same form, no matter what the numerical 
difference between the terms may be, and by preserving the One in the 
advance towards plurality.®* It has this power from itself and in respect 
of its own definition (/ogos), and reasonably so. For proportion proceeds 
from equality, but equality is in the same column®? as the One. For as 
the monad is the font and root of absolute quantity, so too equality is the 
font of all of the relations (pros ti), having the order of monad relative to 
the other relations (schesis). 

Let us ignore the other means which are set out by the more recent 
philosophers — I mean Nicomachus’° and Moderatus” and others such 
as them’* — but concentrate instead on the three kinds of means that are 
now being spoken about and from which Plato establishes the soul: the 
arithmetic, geometric and harmonic ratios. It is possible to observe how 
all these can be generated from equality by the following rules. 

The arithmetic ratio is established in the following manner. Make the 
first term equal to the first; the second term equal to the sum of the first 


geometric and harmonic proportions at II. 19.7. This is certainly possible. However, I 
have kept the MSS reading supposing that this refers back to the middle form of bond 
discussed earlier. This is not the third bond introduced at 15.14-26, but it is the final 
option left uneliminated as the subject of discussion at 16.10. So with reference to this 
latter passage, Proclus might call it third. 
See Introduction, pp. 7-11 for the nature of proportions under discussion. Proclus’ 
claim that each one ‘preserves the same form’ amounts to this: (i) in an arithmetic 
proportion, the number between each term is the same (for example; 2, 4, 6); (ii) in a 
geometric proportion, the ratio between the terms remains constant (for example, in 
2, 4, 8 there is a constant ratio of 1:2 between subsequent terms); (iii) in a harmonic 
proportion, the fraction of the subsequent term by which the preceding term is exceeded 
is the same (for example, in 3, 4, 6, the 4 exceeds the 3 by 7, of 4, just as the 6 exceeds 
the 4 by 1, of 6). 
sustoichia evokes Aristotle’s references to the Pythagorean tables of opposites. The 
arrangement referred to by Proclus is not found in Aristotle’s account of the Pythagorean 
table. Cf. note 62 above. 
In the Introduction to Arithmetic of Nicomachus of Gerasa, one finds a total of ten 
means (cf. II.22.1). But, as Iamblichus notes in his commentary on that work, only the 
three under discussion are ancient (100.19-25 Pistelli). It seems likely that Proclus had 
access to both of these works. Indeed, Marinus tells us that Proclus fancied that he was 
Nicomachus in a previous life (VProc. 28)! On these various means, see D’Ooge (1926) 
ad loc.; Heath (1921) vol. i, 85-9. 
Moderatus of Gades (c. aD 50-100) was a Neopythagorean philosopher in somewhat 
the same vein as Nicomachus. This is the only point in the extant corpus where Proclus 
refers to him by name. Cf. Dillon (1996), 344-51. 
7 One finds similar discussions of means in Theon of Smyrna (early second century ap), 
Mathematics useful for understanding Plato. For the Greek text, see Hiller (1878); English 
translation Lawlor (1979). 
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and the second; the third term equal to the sum of the first, second and 
third. So that when we take three units, then, according to this rule, the 
series 1, 2, 3 will be produced which preserves the arithmetic middle. 
For the arithmetic middle is one in which the first term is less than the 
middle term by an amount equal to that by which the last term exceeds 
the middle one, just as the philosopher himself says (36a5). 

The geometric middle is established in this fashion. Make the first term 
equal to the first. Make the second term equal to the first and second 
together. But make the third term equal to the first, plus two times the 
second, plus the third. So again taking three units, through this rule the 
series I, 2, 4 comes to be, thus making a geometric ratio. For the defining 
feature of proportion is that it preserves the same ratio in greater and 
lesser terms. 

The harmonic ratio, having the third position, is generated in a fashion 
somewhat like this:73 Three units being set out, make the first equal to 
the first and twice the second; make the second equal to twice the first 
and twice the second; and make the third equal to the first plus twice the 
second and three times the third. According to this rule you will get the 
series 3, 4, 6 which makes a harmonic ratio. For in the harmonic ratio 
the middle term exceeds and is exceeded by the same part of the extreme 
terms according to the Platonic definition itself [36a4].7+ 

Therefore all the middles have their genesis from equality.”> But if 
this is so, then they have the characteristics of uniformity (to monoeides), 
the capacity of bringing together (to synagégein) and making things one. 
For equality is analogous to Sameness, the Monad, the Limit and to 
Similiarity through which communion is introduced to things. For this 
reason Plato appropriately adds that bonding is ‘by nature’ best accom- 
plished by proportion. Because all proportions and middle terms have 
such a quality innately, they do not impose a bond in a contrived man- 
ner nor through some ability foreign to them. Rather their capacity to 
accomplish this is made manifest in the very essences and the powers of 
objects. 


73 Reading kai owt? in 19.23 with Festugiére rather than kai attn; cf. 19.16. 

74 a exceeds 3 by 1, which is 4 of 3, and 6 exceeds 4 by 2, which is "4 of 3. In modern 
notation, if a, b, and c are in harmonic proportion, then = + 7 = . 

75 In the arithmetic proportion the number by which b exceeds a is equal to the number 
by which c exceeds b. In the geometric proportion, the middle term stands to the last 
term in a ratio equal to the ratio it stands in to the first term. In harmonic proportion, 
the fraction or part of the middle term by which it exceeds the first term is equal to 
the fraction or part by which the last term exceeds the middle term. Hence Proclus’ 
claim that in all cases the middles have their genesis from equality. See Olympiodorus’ 
otherwise puzzling remarks on ‘geometrical, arithmetical and harmonic equality’ in his 


Gorgias commentary; Jackson, Lycos and Tarrant (1998), 235-6. 
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Now whenever of three numbers, solids, or powers (dunameis),”° the 
middle term between any two of them is such that what the first term is 
to it, it is to the last, and conversely, what the last term is to the middle, it 
is to the first, then - since the middle term turns out to be both first and 
last, and the last and the first likewise turn out to be middle terms” — 
they will all of necessity turn out to have the same relationship to each 
other, and given this, all of them will be unified. (3 1¢5—32a7) 


D. Mathematical interpretation of Tim. 3 1¢5-32a7 


It is first necessary to speak about what is said here in a mathematical 
manner, and then in a physical manner, since it is the latter in particular 
that is under discussion. For it is necessary not to detach our account 
from the primary subject we have set ourselves. 

Note that there are some people who think that Plato defines the 
geometric middle through these words and, among many other things, 
they say that of all [the kinds of proportion] the geometric middle is 
properly called ‘proportion’, though the others might be justly called 
middles (mesotés).’°> Nicomachus is of this opinion and he speaks cor- 
rectly.’? For the geometric ratio is strictly or properly called proportion, 
though it is necessary to denominate the others ‘middles’, as Plato did 
earlier (36a), and this [use] has been carried on throughout the account 
of the generation of the soul. But to call these other cases which involve 
middle terms ‘proportion’ is an abuse of language. 

Some are of the opinion that these people have not understood Plato’s 
thought here at all well.*° For they say that it has not been specified in this 
passage that it is necessary that the zatio be the same. Rather, all that was 
said was this: that in all proportion it is necessary that the relation (schesis) 
that the final term must stand in to the middle be like the relation that 


76 The syntax and semantics of Plato’s sentence are the subject of much debate. I have 
translated it as Proclus understands it. See Introduction, pp. 11-16. 

77 Plato here describes the relations between terms in continuous geometrical proportion. 
The sequence 2, 4, 8 is such a proportion, since it preserves the ratio 2:1. ‘What the 
first is to the middle, the middle is to the last’ since 2:4 :: 4:8. ‘What the last term is to 
the middle, the middle is to the first’, since 8:4 :: 4:2. “The middle term turns out to be 
both first and last, and the last and the first turn to out to be middle terms’ since 4:8 :: 
2:4 and 4:2 :: 8:4. Cf. Cornford (1957), 45- 

78 Cf. Tracy (1969), Appendix I and D’Ooge (1972), 264 n. 2. 

79 T.e. those such as Nicomachus who would confine the discussion here to geometric 
proportion. 

8° Nicomachus, Arith. II.24.1; cf. Cornford (1957), 145. 
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the middle stands in to the first.*' But this is common to all the middles 
that have been mentioned. For with respect to the arithmetic [mean], 
the relation between 1 and 2 is equal in quantity to the relation between 
2 and 3, since that by which 2 is exceeded by 3, by this [same thing] 3 
falls short of 4. And with respect to the geometric mean, as 1 is related 
to 2, so 2 is related to 4, for the ratio is the same. Finally in the case of 
the harmonic mean, as 3 is in relation to 4 —and the part of 3 by which it 
is exceeded by 4 —so too 4 is in relation to 6. For by that part of itself by 
which 3 is exceeded by 4, by the corresponding part of 6 is 4 exceeded by 
6. These people arrange things in this manner even though Plato clearly 
assumes the geometric middle. For the distinctive character (exaireton) 
of this is that the first and middle terms and middle and third term go 
up in the same ratio.” 

Since there are three middles — the arithmetic, geometric and har- 
monic—and since they are as we said (19.9), Plato plausibly assumed these 
three subjects (bypokeimenon): numbers, volumes (ongkos)*} and musical 
values (dynameis). For the arithmetic mean is realized in numbers, but 
the geometric mean pertains particularly to continuous quantities, and 
the harmonic resides in musical values, since it has been established with 
reference to high and low [pitches].°* And one might speak of them in 
this manner, distinguishing them by where they predominate. But it is 
possible to assume all of them in numbers, as well as volumes and musical 
values. How they are in numbers is obvious, for it has been explained. 
But then again they are also in volumes. For, assuming three equal mag- 
nitudes, you would be able to use the three rules that have been given 
to form other magnitudes, now making an arithmetic [proportion], now 
a harmonic and now a geometric one. 


81 Nicomachus, Arith. [1.21.1 draws the distinction between the more specific and general 
sense of the term analogia by reference to the distinction between sameness of ratio or 
sameness of some relation other than that of ratio. 

For exaireton, cf. ET 24.12; 86.24. 

Proclus does not mean to restict attention to volumes in the strict sense of what is three 

dimensional. Rather, he understands volume here in terms of continuous magnitude. If 

Plato’s point were restricted exclusively to the realm of mathematics, this might seem a 

bit forced. But as with dynameis, Proclus’ understanding is not exclusively mathemetical. 

So it hardly matters if he uses a species of the continuous — volume — for the genus. 

84 For the associaton between the various proportions and their subjects, Festugiére refers 
us to Proclus in Euc. 60.12. However, it must be said that Proclus does not suppose that 
these proportions are found exclusively in these subjects, though it appears that this is 
the view that Taylor ascribes to him (Taylor (1928), 99). Proclus thinks that these are 
the characteristic substrates for these proportions, but not the exclusive ones. Powers 
may be musical or they may be things such as hot or cold (II. 25.13). See Tracy (1969), 
80. 
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And of course one could do the same thing with musical values.*5 


For let there be three equal musical values — for instance, all hypatai 
of the same pitch*® — and naturally you make the arithmetic mean out 
of these if the first is equal to the first pitch laid down, say a bypaté, 
but you then make the second pitch equal to the first and the sec- 
ond.*’ (As for instance if one were to produce another pitch double 
to the first one. It will be the mété which has the ratio of 2-1 to the 
hypaté.) Make the third equal to the first, second, and third. For it will 
be a sound having a 3-1 ratio to the Aypaté, exceeding the nété by the 
same amount as the mété exceeds the hypaté.** These sounds will have 


85 For the Pythagorean tradition of relating mathematics and music, see Barker (1989). 
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The Pythagoreans had discovered that when a string is stretched over a bridge so that 
its segments yield notes in the relations of an octave, a fifth or a fourth, the ratios 
of the lengths correspond to 2:1, 3:2 and 4:3 respectively. The text before us states 
these relations in terms of the musical vocabulary of the General Perfect System. Here 
I simply transliterate the Greek words for the notes in the scale. The full system is 
illustrated in Barker (1989), 12. Most of Proclus’ remarks concern the central octave 
of the system. This system is bounded on the lower end by the Aypaté méson. (Let this 
be E.) This is separated by a fourth from the mesé (a). The mesé is separated from the 
paramése (b) above it by a tone. There is another fourth separating the paramesé from 
the nété diezeugmenén (e). 

The tradition that the arithmetic, geometric and harmonic means are instantiated 
in music goes back to Archytas (fr. 2 = Porphyry, Comm. 93, 6-17, translated in Barker 
p- 42). When Archytas explains the arithmetic mean in music, he does not refer to 
specific notes or numbers. As Archytas says, ‘the interval between the greater terms is 
less, and that between the lesser terms is greater’. This can be illustrated by the numbers 
12, 9, 6. To see the point of Archytas’ remark, we need first to see that the ratio of the 
one extreme, 12, to the middle term, 9, is 4:3. This is the interval of the musical fourth. 
The ratio between the middle term, 9, and, the other extreme, 6, is 3:2 or the fifth. 
Thus, the interval between the greater terms (12 and 9) is the fourth (ie. the ‘lesser’ 
interval that Archytus mentions), while that between the lesser terms (9 and 6) is a fifth 
(i.e. the greater interval). 

Literally ‘of the same tension’ (bomotonoi). We are to think of this in terms of the strings 
on a lyre of equal length and equal tension. 

In his illustration of the arithmetic proportion in music, Proclus decides to start with 
three units or notes of the same pitch. I think we may suppose that when he speaks of 
‘making the second pitch equal to the first and the second’ that he has in mind doubling 
the length of the string involved in the production of the first note that he is using as a 
unit. As noted above, the interval between the notes produced by such lengths in a 2:1 
ratio is the octave. He correctly identifies the note one octave above the /ypaté with the 
nété, or in our notation E and e. However, things go badly wrong when he instructs us 
to make the third note equal to 3 times the unit. The notes produced by the strings in 
the ratio 1:3 or by those in the ratio 2:3 do not illustrate any of the standard harmonies. 
The sequence of numbers is 1, 2, 3. Realized as musical values, the first two numbers 
correspond to the interval of an octave, while the third number is a fifth above the 
second number. However, the note corresponding to the fifth above the nété is not part 
of the Greater Perfect System. In our notation, it would be b’. Itis certainly not the trité 


66 


The second gift: bond and proportion 


arranged themselves arithmetically in relation to one another: hypaté, 
nété and the trité hyperbolaion.***°9 

You will make the geometrical [progression] from the assumption of 
hypatai if you make the first one equal to the Aypaté that has been assumed, 
but the second to both the first and the second (thus establishing a nété, 
since it has a musical value twice that of the Aypaté).°° You make the third 
equal to the first plus twice the second plus the third, and this establishes 
a particular note (tina chordén).°' For its (musical) value is twice that of 
the nézé and four times that of the hypaté. These three sounds will make 
a geometric [progression].***9* 

All these [ratios] may be seen in numbers as well as in volumes and 
in musical values, but the number has been particularly adapted to the 
arithmetic [proportion], volume to the geometric and pitches to the 
harmonic. It is for these reasons that Plato has made use of these three 
things: numbers, volumes and musical pitches. And surely this is a good 
move because, having given a certain common account, he has made an 
origin or beginning from the middle terms. For this middle term is the 
one on account of which all proportions have been established, bringing 


byperbolaion, as the text goes on to suggest. For this is the name of the note immediately 

above the nété diezeugmenén (at). As Winnington-Ingram points out in his notes to 

Festugiére’s translation, it helps nothing to emend the text to read ‘nété hyperbolaion’ 

since this a fourth (3:4) above the second note. It appears that Proclus may be confused 

about the vocabulary. 

Diehl posits a lacuna in the text here. The next paragraph, illustrating the construction 

of the geometric proportion, ends with a summary at line 15: kai éoovtai TpEis oUTOI 

pOdyyoi yeouetpiKi TroiovvTes. Since this paragraph ends without a corresponding 
participle (kai tpeis ot to1 p8dyyor SiaoTovTa GAATADV EplOuNnTIKds, UTATH, vt, 
tpitn UTrepBoAaicv), Diehl conjectures that something has fallen out. 

9° le. the interval between it and the Aypaté is an octave as in the previous example. 

9* Proclus now needs a note that preserves the same 2:1 ratio as exists between the first and 
middle term. This will be an octave above the nété. This note will be well outside the 
range of the standard scale and does not have a name. Accordingly, Proclus simply says 
‘a particular note’. In his notes to Festugiére’s text, Winnington-Ingram speculates that 
Proclus might have supposed these higher notes to have names that he would discover, 
or perhaps remember. It may be that he wrote in ‘a certain note’, intending to go back 
at a later time to supply the correct term. 

The Q manuscript attempts to correct this. It substitutes ‘mzesén’ for ‘nétén’ in line 11 
as the second term of the proportion. The third term, an octave above this, can now be 
identified with the nétén hyperbolaién. The attempt is only partially successful, since the 
proportion should start from the proslambanomenos. This note — not the hypaté hypatén — 
is one octave below the mesé. 

9? Tn his notes to Festugiére’s translation, Winnington-Ingram questions Diehl’s decision 
to mark a lacuna at line 8. The construction of the harmonic proportion is missing. 
Perhaps something has fallen out here. Or perhaps Proclus set this difficult point to 
one side for the moment and the text never contained a treatment of the harmonic 
proportion in music. 
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together the extreme terms with respect to the ratio and carrying the 
ratio from the one value to the others. For proportion is the bond par 
excellence. It is a bond as well as a mean inasmuch as it is the ‘that through 
which’, for the proportion joins the extreme terms through it. Through 
this fact, Plato has made it an origin or first principle because it is most 
appropriate to the nature of proportion, and also because relations are 
perfected through it. (And it is on this account that relations too are 
called middles.) [Second, he makes an origin from the middle terms]? 
because sameness is the goal of all such proportions. For since [analogy] 
has proceeded from equality, but equality is a particular kind of same- 
ness, all things revert upon equality and sameness. One might say that, 
strictly speaking, sameness is set over the geometric proportion — for the 
ratio [between the terms] is that of sameness or identity — but equality 
is set over the arithmetic proportion,®* while similarity is set over the 
harmonic. Thirdly, because the ascent to unification goes by way of 
sameness. For the relation that has come to be between the terms in the 
proportion depends on equality. But equality depends upon sameness 
and sameness upon unification. 


E. Physical interpretation of Tim. 3 1cs—32a7 
1. Why a physical consideration is necessary 


After taking up the meaning of these words from a mathematical point of 
view, it is necessary to be directed to the consideration of their meaning 
with respect to physical theory. For it is not appropriate either to get 
bogged down in these mathematical aspects and suspend the rest of the 
discourse (for the dialogue is about physics) or to ignore the preceding 
words and examine only that which bears on the sensible realm. Rather 
it is necessary to bring both aspects together and constantly interweave 
the mathematical with the physical, just as the things themselves are 
woven together and are of the same kind (homogenés) and akin (adelphos) 
in respect of proceeding from Intellect. 

In general, if the Pythagoreans arranged mathematical being as a 
middle term between intelligible and sensible things — in so far as the 
mathematical is more explicit (anelittomenén) than the intelligibles, but 


93 Festugiére is surely right to mark this as second point in the discussion. Cf. 23.5: kai 
tpitov 6T1 etc. 

94 Since the interval between the first and middle term is equal to the interval between 
the middle and last term. 

95 Since parts by which the progression 3, 4, 6 proceeds will be similar; e.g. 1 and 2 are 
similar in respect of being one third of 3 and 6 respectively. 
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more universal (katholikoteran) than sensible things®° — why is it necessary 
to leave out these things and think about physiological matters alone? For 
how has the sensible been set in order? In respect of what kinds of rational 
forming principles (ogo?) has it been arranged, or from what manner of 
ratios (Jogo) has it proceeded, unless it be from the mathematical ones? 
Certainly these reasons are primarily in Soul, having descended from 
Intellect. Next they come to be in bodies from being in Soul. But on 
the other hand,9’ it is also necessary not to dwell [too much] on the 
mathematical [parts of the dialogue] as some do. For this too engenders 
false opinions in the audience in as much as they come to think of physical 
figures being the same thing as mathematical numbers. And it is absurd 
in another respect too. For the reasons (/ogoi) that govern Nature are 
not receptive of the accuracy or the fixity of mathematicals. [This is itself 
sufficiently absurd without] reference to the canons of demonstration on 
this matter, where it is said that the scientific knowledge gained from one 
genus may not be carried over to another.’* Therefore it is not possible 
to consider physical things arithmetically. 


2. What is the first physical proportion? 


Let us pass on then, if you please, to the consideration of the foregoing 
mathematical relations from the physical point of view (physikés). There 
is the first proportion through which nature puts harmony into its own 
works and through which the Demiurge organizes the universe — a cer- 
tain single life and one reason (/ogos) running through itself primarily 


9° Festugiére refers to the doctrine attributed to Plato by Aristotle in Metaph. 987b14, 
that the numbers lie between the Forms and sensibles, differing from the latter by 
being eternal and unchanging, but from the former by virtue of the fact that there are 
many mathematicals of the same kind but only one Form for each kind. But in Aristotle’s 
report, the Pythagoreans make the numbers primary substance — not something between 
primary substance and the sensibles. Festugiére conjectures that Proclus intends to 
assimilate the Old Academy to the Pythagorean school. 

Reading Sei <8é> 81) ov pi) pévelv étri TOV pabnpoTiKdv in 23.25 with Festugiére. 

In An. Post. 1.32, Aristotle argues that it is not possible that all demonstrations should 
have the same archai: ‘the principles of them are different in genus and do not apply — 
e.g. units do not apply to points, for the former do not have position while the latter 
do’ (88432). Barnes (1975) supposes that the chapter as a whole is directed against a 
vision of all the sciences sharing common axioms — a vision plausibly thought present in 
Plato’s Republic 511b. Proclus however, seems to cite Aristotle’s dictum with approval. 
Philoponus’ commentary on this part of Posterior Analytics (313.22 ff.) betrays no hint 
of concern that there is an incompatibility between the philosophers on this point. 
No relevant portion of Alexander’s in An. Post. has been preserved and Themistius’ 
paraphrase is not a very critical work. It would be nice to know whether what we 
moderns take to be the anti-Platonic point of this passage was widely appreciated in the 
commentary tradition. 
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and then through all things — and then, connecting the things in which 
it is, it is that in virtue of which sympathy or co-affection (sympatheia) 
comes to be among all the things in the cosmos, inasmuch as all things 
are guided by one life and a single nature. The proportion which is the 
bond of all whole things is brought into being by Universal Nature, 
and by the one Soul; and it is also engendered by the one Intellect, and 
inevitably the greater beings introduce a larger and more perfect unifi- 
cation to the things within the cosmos. Let us therefore say that the state 
(bexis)°° is what connects the subjects and material forms, and is also the 
[basis of the] powers of the middle elements. But nonetheless we shall 
declare all these things to have the status (Jogos) of the that without which 
and to be analogous to the middle terms in mathematics through which 
the relation is present to the extreme terms. But with respect to the Life 
Itself that brings about the coordination and unification of all things — 
while it depends upon appropriate causes, it also binds those things in 
which it subsists, and preserves its own unity and that of the things that 
partcipate in it — this life is genuine (ontés) proportion. 

So again we see that there are three senses in which something may 
be a bond. In one sense, these common qualities of the elements are a 
bond. In another sense, the single cause of bodies [is a bond]. Third, 
there is the middle between both [of these]. On the one hand, this 
bond proceeds from the cause, but on the other it makes use of the 
particular qualities attached to bodies. And this is the strongest bond, 
as the theologians say, since it has been stretched through all things 
and connected by a golden chain (Orph. fr. 166, Kern). According to 
the Theologian,'°° Zeus establishes the golden chain on the advice of 
Night: 


When you have stretched round the strong bond over all things 
A golden chain is suspended from the aether. 


Since physical proportion is a thing such as this, let us examine im what 
things and through what things it is naturally co-established. 


3. The subjects in which physical proportion exists 


With respect to that in which it is found, as Plato says (31¢5), it is in num- 
bers, volumes and powers (dynamis). Physical numbers are enmattered 


99 Festugiére supposes that Proclus means to contrast the Stoic notion of hexis as a prin- 
ciple of unity with his idea of a single life and /ogos that permeates everything. Proclus’ 
physiological realization of the bond of proportion — the single life and /ogos — differs 
from Stoic pneuma in being both immanent and transcendent. 

r0° Reading tap att@ for éf atte at 24.25 with Kroll. 
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forms, the things that are divided around subjects. But the volumes are 
the extensions of these [physical numbers] and their spatialization asso- 
ciated with matter. But the powers are <the qualities>'°' that connect 
bodies and make them have form. For the form is one thing, but the 
power that derives from it is another. The form is impartible (amerés) 
and substantial (ousiédés), but once it has taken on extension and volume, 
it sends forth from itself the enmattered power like an exhalation (pnvé) 
and this is a particular quality. Take fire for example. The form of it and 
its substance is impartible, since it is the genuine representation (agalma) 
of the cause of fire (for there is something impartible among the things 
which have parts (Arist., Metaph. 968a2)). But though it [proceeds] from 
the form in an impartible manner, in the fire there comes to be an exten- 
sion and interval associated with the matter. From this [i.e. extension] 
the powers of fire have been projected (proballein), such as heat or cooling 
or dampness or some other thing such as this. These qualities are sub- 
stantial (ousiédés), but they are by no means the being or essence (ousia) 
of fire. For essences do not come from qualities, neither are essence and 
power the same thing, but rather everywhere the essential (to ousi6des) 
comes before the power. From this one thing [i.e. the essence] pro- 
ceed a plurality of powers, and from the indivisible [essence there come 
to be] divisible [powers]. It happens again in this fashion when multi- 
ple activities (energeiai) come to be from a single power. For the more 
that each thing proceeds, the more it is made a plurality and divided, 
though in relation to its own principle and cause it is impartible and 
indivisible. 

Since these three are in each body — I mean number, volume and 
power — proportion or the natural bond surmounts'® [bodies] from 
above by means of numbers, volumes and powers. It brings together their 
impartible essence into one in order to bring about a single cosmos. It 
introduces communion into forms, symmetry into bodies and harmony 
into powers and in this way it brings it about that all things stand to 
one another like rational numbers and terms in a proportion.'°3 This 
proportion proceeds from the middle to the first term, and from the 
third to the middle, from the first to the middle, from this to the last 
and from the last again to the the middle and from this to the first.'°+ 
This is because a bond of this sort provides procession and reversion 


tor Diehl inserts these words from the scholion to M. 

0 Cf. Plat. Theol. WL. 19.27 and IV. 113.12. 

193 ‘rhéta’ and ‘homologa’ are technical terms in mathematics denoting, first, quantities that 
are rational in relation to one another (Euclid 10, def. 3) and, second, terms that are 
in the same proportion (Euclid 5, def. 11). Cf. Plato, Rep. 546b. 

104 Plato’s characterization of the relations involved in continuous geometric proportion, 
Tim. 32a1-5. See n. 77 above. 
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to bodies, beginning first from the middle, because this is such as to 
connect and unify things (and it is defined in terms of this defining 
feature), but proceeding from the first through the middle to the last (in 
as much as it extends and develops itself right down to the last things), 
and then running back up from the last to the first (in as much as it 
reverts all things through harmony to the intelligible cause from which 
the division of nature and spatialization of bodies have come about). The 
reversions toward this cause form a single circle, one order and one series 
of secondary things depending upon unities prior to them, and make the 
cosmos maximally similar to the intelligible. For as all things up there 
in the intelligible realm are unified in relation to one another, so too all 
things here have been joined together. Further, in as much as the things 
up there have proceeded from the good and have reverted once again to it 
through the goodness in them and through the intelligible henads, so too 
surely these things here, since they have proceeded from the Demiurge, 
have reverted once again upon him through this bond which has been 
divided among, and runs continuously through, all of them and binds 
them together. For the placement of these bodies imitates the order in 
the Demiurge. 

Moreover, in these cases the middle term is present to both extremes 
and the extremes are present to the middle.'°> For all things are in all and 
participate in the nature of one another. The sensible cosmos imitates the 
intelligible cosmos in this respect and, just as in that realm all things are 
in all but ina manner appropriate to each — intelligibly in the intelligible, 
but intellectually in the intellect; universally in the wholes, but partially 
in the particulars — in the same fashion the sensible cosmos also has all 
things with respect to all the parts of itself. 

In fact, fire in so far as it is tangible participates in earth. And earth, in 
so far as it is visible, participates in fire; and each participates in moisture. 
Through participating in dampness earth is coagulated and that which is 
dispersed in it is unified and connected. [At the other extreme] fire is fed 
and nourished by its participation in dampness.‘ So then, the middle 
term is [present to] the extreme terms"®’ in order that what has been said 
may be clearly illustrated by a physical example involving things ‘more 
familiar to us’ (Arist., An. Post. 71b33). And therefore the extremes are 
present in a way to the middle in as much as they preserve the appropriate 
form through this and remain such as they are. Again, the wet, in so far 
as it is coloured and in so far as it is warmed again by heat, participates 


tS Lit. ‘the middle is all things and the final terms are the middle’. 
106 Cf. II. 18.8-19 above. 
'07 ‘This reverses the word order, but it is surely what the example shows. 
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in fire.'°* But in so far as the wet is tangible, once again it participates 
in earth. So that [the wet] is made to have both qualities by the extreme 
terms. 

So much for this — though in a short while these things will be made 
even more clear to us when, through this harmony and proportion, first 
Sameness, and after this Unification are revealed. For though bodies 
themselves in respect of their own natures are divisible and dominated by 
Difference and Strife, these things nonetheless become akin to Sameness 
through harmony and through Sameness they in turn become akin to 
Unity. For the universe is made one through proportion since this has 
the power to unify things that have been divided, bring together what 
has been spread around, and connect what has been dispersed. 

And it is surely for this reason that the theologians who consider 
the causes of these things to be with the gods, having shut Aphrodite 
up with Ares, surround them both with the chains of Hephaestus (Od. 
8.266) — Hephaestus being the cause of the way differences are con- 
nected in the cosmos through harmony and friendship and this whole 
interweaving.'°? And through these demiurgic bonds they have inter- 
woven Sameness with Difference, harmony with separation, and associ- 
ation with opposition. And Apollo laughs at them, and Hermes laughs, 
and each of the gods laughs (Od. 8.322). For their laughter gives 


108 An odd example. At least with respect to water — a paradigm case of moisture — the com- 
mentators generally deny that it has colour; cf. Alex. DA 44.6; Simplic. in DA 155.10. 
The passage from Homer alluded to here is regularly commented on by literary crit- 
ics and especially the Neoplatonists. In it the bard Demodocus relates the story of 
Aphrodite’s infidelity with Ares and the revenge of her husband, Hephaestus. Hep- 
haestus contrives invisible chains around the bed and then pretends to leave so as 
to give the lovers the opportunity. They take it and are entrapped. Hephaestus then 
invites the rest of the gods to look at what he has caught and they laugh at Ares and 
Aprhodite, applauding Hephaestus’ cleverness. Plato’s Republic condemns this story, 
along with the seduction of Zeus by Hera (I/. 14. 294), as not fit for young listeners 
(390c). As a result, it becomes important for Neoplatonists who would take Homer as 
a source of divine wisdom to find readings of this passage and of Republic that allow 
Plato to get along with the greatest of the poets. 

The ‘theologians’ to whom Proclus refers in this passage are probably those who 
propounded allegorical readings of this Homeric tale. We find an allegory of Aphrodite 
and Ares in terms of Empedoclean Love and Strife in Heraclitus’ Quaestiones Homer- 
icae §69. (This Heraclitus is, of course, the allegorist of the first century ap — not the 
Presocratic philosopher.) Proclus’ own allegorical reading is given in in Remp. I.141.4— 
143.18. Hephaestus symbolizes the hypercosmic Demiurge of the sensible world, an 
identification that he seems to have taken over from Syrianus (cf. in Metaph. 83.1-11 
with Proclus in Tim. II. 70.21-31). Ares is symbolically associated with the encosmic 
division of the universe by opposing forces. Aphrodite, symbolizing beauty, is needed 
by both for their respective tasks. Since Ares operates at a lower metaphysical level than 
Hephaestus, his unification with beauty is said to be adultery in relation to Hephaestus’ 
lawful marriage. Cf. Lamberton (1986), 228-30, Sheppard (1980), 80-2. 
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subsistence (hypostasis) to the things in the cosmos and puts power in 
the bonds.**° But with respect to these things let us, as they say, observe 
‘religious silence’."' 

For the present moment, however, let us review the things that 
ought to be clear from what has been said. First, since the physical 
bond is Hephaestean and demiurgic — for the single and perfect Demi- 
urge encompasses the ‘works of necessity’ (Tim. 47¢3), this being Hep- 
haestean, and in addition contains the Dionysian''* production which 
brings about each whole of the parts of the universe — this bond is such as 
to bring together opposites and connect material things, unifying their 
being (ousia), measuring their volumes, and harmonizing their powers; 
accomplishing all things in all and exhibiting the same things in each 
other in every mode: in the mode of fire, and of air, aquatically and 
terrestrially. 


F. Why there must be at least four elements 


Therefore if the body of the universe had come to be as a plane, having 
no depth, a single middle term would have been sufficient to bind both it 
and the things with itself (sic).''3 But in fact it has been assigned to be a 
three-dimensional solid and solid things are never conjoined by a single 
middle term but always by two middles. (3 2a7—b3) 


Our purpose (skopos), as has been said (II. 2.9), is to discover what the 
universe is composed of and how it is conjoined. Since the proposed 
end is of such a nature, it is possible to see how the account contrives 
the composition of the four elements in a well-ordered manner. It is 


™t° Proclus treats the laughter of the gods in Iliad 1.599 at in Remp. I. 127.29-128.4. Like 
the tears of Helios for Phaethon (in Tim. I. 114.1 ff.), the laughter of the gods symbolizes 
their providence. Cf. Sheppard (1980), 81. 

Diehl refers to Herodotus 2.171 for this phrase. Certainly some of the Neoplatonists 
employ it. See Porphyry, Abs. Il. 36.22 and Proclus, in Remp. I1.298.7. 

Festugiére refers the reader to in Tim. I. 446.5 ff. where Proclus identifies the Dionysian 
creation with causes of the forms of things which are monadic but not wholes. It is 
not immediately obvious how this relates to the passage before us. Perhaps the better 
explanation of things being brought about in a Dionysian manner is II. 197.18. There 
Proclus tells us that the Demiurge (again identified with Hephaestus) acts in ways that 
are simultaneously Dionysian and Apollonian when he produces the soul. He acts in 
the first manner when he divides wholes — presumably the portions of soul stuff — into 
parts. But he acts in the Apollonian mode when he harmonizes the divided parts with 
respect to one another. 

The OCT for Plato very reasonably prints té& te pe’ abtijs ouvSeiv Kal ExuTHy rather 
than the té& te wed’ Exutijs EuvSeiv Kai atbtHv found here in Proclus’ lemma. Proclus 
drops the reflexive entirely when he glosses the passage at 15.31-16.1: 6 8& at MA&toov 
TIpooEO KEV, Os Av aUTOV TE KAI TA OUVSOUPEVE EV Trolf}. 
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impossible that there should be one simple element only, for then there 
would be no generation, since all generation is a kind of change (metabolé) 
and all change by nature comes to be between two things. Now, all gener- 
ation is out of opposites, but a simple element itself is in no way opposed 
to itself. If it were, it would be such as to destroy itself. If therefore it is 
necessary that there should be generation, it is also necessary that there 
should not be just one element. Things are just as Hippocrates said: ‘Ifa 
man were [composed of] one [kind of substance], he would not feel pain 
or illness.’"'* For pain is an overabundance of a thing and an absence of 
measure. Therefore, there being at least two things, there is such thing 
as pain. In the same manner, we say that if there were only one element, 
things would not change. For motion and change is not into what is 
similar, but rather into what is opposite. Therefore it is not the case that 
there is just one simple element. But if it is not the case that there is 
one, but rather there are at least two, it is necessary that these things 
should be opposites. For generation takes place from opposites. So it is 
necessary that these two elements have a nature opposite to one another. 
But surely if they are opposites, a kind of bond or middle is needed. 
For it is impossible that two opposites be well combined without some 
third thing. In order for there to be a bond in the middle, it is neces- 
sary for something to happen to bring them together. Since these things 
are opposites they will flee from association with one another, and so it 
is necessary that there be some other third thing to connect them and 
lead them into a single composition. But it is further necessary that this 
middle term be dual in form (duoeides). If, on the one hand, the elements 
which were connected were planes, a single middle term would suffice. 
But since they are solids, they are connected through two middles. Now, 
as the dyad is such as to originate (archégos) the solids, it is allotted to it to 
be the primary cause of the things that are bound in it. And on account 
of this Timaeus called this sort of binding ‘harmony’ (32b3) because it 
institutes between the extreme terms a symmetry of association between 
one another. But the proportion in solids is also brought about through 
two middle terms; for given two similar solids, there will be two propor- 
tional middle terms. So surely if these things have been correctly stated, 
all the elements will be four in number and not merely one (in order that 
change should not be abolished); nor will it be the case that there are 


™4 On the Nature of Man, 2. Hippocrates also argues that generation requires at least two 
things, but not from the premises that Proclus uses. Rather he points out that even 
when we have many things (e.g. a man and a wombat) generation may not take place. 
It requires two animals of the same species. If we cannot then make more things of a 
particular kind out of just any old plurality, how is it reasonable to expect that there 
should be generation (of any kind?) from just one thing? 
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just two opposites without a third thing (in order that there should be a 
bond between the two opposite elements that contend with one another. 
For there will be no cosmos composed out of things that are maximally 
different from one another, but if you should have happened to conceive 
that there was something of this sort, it will be something susceptible 
to destruction.) But neither will there be only two things which are not 
contraries, for they will be unable to do anything to one another. For 
what is white is not affected by a line, but by what is black, nor is what 
is hot affected by whiteness but rather by coldness. 

Therefore once again it must be said that were we to be led back to 
something more general (katholikéteron) from these familiar examples, it 
is just the proposition that either there is one element or it is not the case 
that there is one element. But surely if the cosmos is constituted from 
just one element, the diversity of appearances has been abolished along 
with the oppositions of the peripheries''> and the conflict of generation; 
and either all things will be everlasting or all things will be destroyed. 
But if there is not [just] one then there will be two or more. But if 
there are two they will either be opposites or they won’t be opposites. 
If they aren’t opposites, then once again none of the bodies will do or 
undergo anything, nor will there be oppositions or generation among 
things that supposedly have a generation. If, however, the two existing 
elements are opposites, it will be necessary for there to be middle terms. 
But if there are middles, then there must be either one or two of them. 
Now there can’t be just one, for the elements are not two-dimensional 
planes. Therefore there are two middles. So if there are two middles 
the total number of elements will be four. From these things it is clear 
then that such a number of elements suffices for the constitution of the 
universe. 


1. Mathematical exposition 


Let us now move on, if you please, and first let us take up briefly as we did 
before (20.19 ff.) the mathematical facts themselves. Then we will go on 
to examine the implications for physical theory by looking at individual 
phrases (/exis). Let us consider, on the basis of the numbers themselves, 
how it is that two similar planes have one middle term while two similar 
solids have two middle terms. For one must get comfortable'’® with the 


™5 Festugiére supposes that Proclus has in mind here the different motions of the circle 
of the Same and the circle of the Different and the corresponding motions of the outer 
sphere and the spheres of the celestial bodies embedded within it. 

16 Reading doTtaotéov with Festugiére for dotraotiv. 
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originary form (archoeidés) and innate character (autophués) of numbers 
prior to geometric necessity. 


a. Means between numbers 
i. Plane numbers 


Let us therefore take two square numbers, g and 16, to start with. Clearly 
the smaller of these has a side of 3 while the larger has a side of 4. By 
multiplying these we obtain 12 which makes a proportion having these 
three terms: 9, 12, 16. But now let us take two numbers which, though 
they are not squares, are nonetheless similar plane numbers — let it be 
18 and 32, the first of which is generated from 3 and 6 while the second 
is from 4 and 8.''7 If we multiply either 3 by 8 or 6 by 4, we get 24 and 
this creates a proportion between 8 and 32 in the ratio 1 to 1'/;. The 
cause of this is that the sides of the planes have the same ratio. 

Therefore, if the sides of the assumed planes are such as to lack a 
middle term that establishes a proportion between them, then the simi- 
lar planes generated from these sides will be bound together by just one 
middle term calculated according to the method we have just discussed. 
But on the other hand, if the sides do admit of a certain sort of propor- 
tional middle term, the planes generated from them will necessarily have 
more than one middle term. For let us suppose, if you like, two square 
numbers — 16 and 81 — the sides of which will be 4 and 9 respectively. 
Now 6 is a geometric mean term between 4 and 9 since each term is 17, 
times the previous term and it is necessary that more than one middle 
term should fall between them. For 4 multiplied by 6 makes 24. But 6 
multiplied by itself makes the square of 6, 36. And 6 times g is 54. And so 
[when one multiplies all the possible combinations] it results that there 
is continuous [geometrical] proportion in the terms 16, 24, 36, 54, 81.1! 
Therefore there is more than one middle term when the sides have a 
geometric mean. For this reason it seems to me that Plato is entirely 
circumspect and does not say that universally there is one middle term 
between two similar planes, but rather that it is possible that one term will 
be sufficient. For even when there is more than one, just the one middle 
term is sufficient to bring them together. So surely 81 is conjoined to 16 
by one term alone — that is, 36, since each term exceeds the next by 2"/, 
times. So much then for the case of similar plane numbers. 


"7 These are ‘similar’ plane numbers because 3:6 = 4:8 (Euc. 7, def. 21). 

118 Note that the differences between these terms are in order 8, 12, 18, 27, or 23, 27 x3, 
2x3”, 33. These numbers are taken up in the discussion of cubes, dokeis and plinths 
which immediately follows. 
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ii. Solid numbers 


Let us pass on to the case of similar solid numbers and consider the 
middle term among them. First, let there be two cubes, 8 and 27. The 
one has a side of 2 while the side of the other is 3. There will be two 
middle terms for these cubes in the following manner. The one comes to 
be from 2 x 2 x 3 or 12 and through this composition is called a ‘beam’ 
(dokis). The other mean comes from 3 x 3 x 2 or 18 and is called a ‘brick’ 
(plinthis).''° These make a continuous proportion between the cubes we 
stipulated in which each term exceeds the next by 17/, times. You can also 
see how each of the middle terms has two sides from the cube next to 
it and the remaining one from the other cube. And this fact will prove 
useful to us in relation to the study of physical nature (IL. 39.24). 

Moreover, if the numbers were not cubes but only similar solids, it 
will still turn out that they have two middle terms between them in 
geometrical proportion. For let there be two similar solids, 24 and 192. 
The sides of the first one are 2, 3, 4 while the sides of the second are 4, 6, 
8. From 2 x 3 x 8 we get 48. But from 4 x 6 x 4 we get 96. There will 
then be a proportion through the ratio 2:1 connecting the sequence 24, 
48, 96 and 192. Now, in this case each of the middle terms has two sides 
from the similar solid that forms the extreme term next to it, but only 
one side from the other extreme term. It is just as in the previous case. 
Therefore, in the case of similar solids, two middle terms are sufficient 
for a proportion, just as Plato said: two middle terms are required to 
harmonize solids and one middle term will never do (32bz). 

But what about this, someone might object: between the two solid 
numbers 64 and 729, isn’t just one mean sufficient, 216? 64 is 4 cubed, 
while 729 is the cube derived from 9. 729 is also the three times 216 plus 
3 of 216. And 64 stands in the same relation to 216, for each has the 
remaining one 3 and 34 times.’*° This is the case not only with respect 
to these numbers, but with respect to others as well. These, however, are 
the smallest numbers to admit of this property. 

But it also must be said in response to this objection that the numbers 
under discussion are both cubes and squares at one and the same time. 
The one, 64, is the square of 8, while the other, 729, is the square of 
27. Therefore, there is a single middle term between them not insofar 
as they are cubic numbers, but by virtue of the fact that they possess this 


™9 Cf. Nichomachus Arith. II.17, 6 and Theon 41, 8. The names derive from the shapes 
of the solids that would be generated by considering the factors as determining height, 
depth and length. Cf. in Remp. II. 37.10 and D’Ooge (1926), 256. 

7° Reading avtot with Festugiére and Kroll rather than attév. 
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defining feature of square numbers. For if you take the square root of 64 
(I mean the number 8) and multiply it by 27 (which is the square root of 
729), you get 216 as the middle term according to the method that has 
been described for finding the mean term between squares. Therefore, 
the person who puts this objection uses solids not just in so far as they 
are solids when he says they are bound by a single middle term. But if he 
had considered them qua solids and qua cubes, he would find that there 
are two middle terms between them. The one is 144, which is 4 x 4 x 
g. The other is 324, which is 9 x 9 x 4. 


b. Democritus’ problem and its solution 


i. The problem explained 


121 


Democritus'*' raises a puzzle: how can it be said that one proportional 
middle term falls between two planes? For if one assumes four lines 
that are successively proportional, it is possible to show that the quadri- 
laterals generated from them are proportional. So it will turn out that 
two proportional middle terms will fall between the plane numbers that 
form the extreme terms.'** He also says that other people have been 
thrown into other difficulties through this puzzle and have strayed into 
the doubling of the cube and other such investigations.'*3 But Dem- 
ocritus claims that what Plato says is that it is not between any old 
planes that there is to be found one middle term, but rather between 


721 A Platonist of the third century referred to by Longinus (ap. Porphyry, VPlot. 20.31). 
72 The objection seems confused. Plato’s point seems to require, minimally, that while 
one can establish a continuous geometric proportion between planes through one 
term, one can only establish a similar proportion between solids through two terms. 
Democritus points out that we can establish two means between quadrilaterals based on 
sides that, considered in themselves, are successively in proportion (AaBévta TETTApAS 
ypapuds é€fjs ave Adyov, 33.15). Let the four lines in proportion be of length 2, 4, 
8, 16, preserving a 2:1 proportion. The squares generated from these — 4, 16, 64 and 
256 — will be plane numbers having two middle terms that preserve a 4:1 ratio, viz. 16 
and 64. Does this damage Plato’s point? No. For there is also a single term in geometric 
proportion between the extremes that preserves the 8:1 ratio, viz. 32. The same thing 
holds good if the quadrilaterals are not squares but merely similar planes. If, on the 
other hand, the figures are generated in such a way that the same ratio does not obtain 
between the lengths of the additional sides in each case, it is not even true that the 
resulting figures are proportional. 

The problem that Proclus refers to here is that of finding a solid, specifically a cube, 
with a volume double that of a given solid. Hippocrates of Chios is credited with 
discovering that this problem requires finding two mean proportionals in continuous 
proportion given two straight lines. Presumably the cause for wandering from Dem- 
ocritus’ problem to this one is that both involve a sequence of two geometric means 
given two lines. 
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similar planes that have sides in a rational ratio, and ones in rational ratio 
that accord with determinate numbers.'*+ For the things that come to 
be from the demiurgic god have a rational relation to one another’’> 
and are adorned with demiurgic numbers, as Plato will go on to say 
(39c-d). It is necessary to assume similar plane and solid numbers, and 
when one looks to these one can see the truth of the Platonic doctrine. 
In addition, at the end of the work we will show how to discover two 
proportional middle terms given two straight lines, picking out Archytas’ 
construction proof rather than that of Menaichmus, because the former 
uses conic lines.'*° And similarly I will prefer it to Erathosthenes because 
he uses the application of a rule. 

Concerning the things under investigation, it must now be said that it 
seems in truth that Plato based his confidence on what has been shown 
in the case of numbers. For in the case of figures, it is possible to dis- 
cover two similar solids with one proportional middle term. Let there 
be three proportional straight lines, 2, 4, 8, in the 2:1 ratio. The squares 
generated from these will have areas that are in the 4:1 ratio: 4, 16, 64. 
And the solids generated from these squares will be in the ratio of 8:1, 
ie. 8, 64, 512. Therefore there will be three cubes, and the largest and 
smallest ones will have one proportional middle between them. And it 
is obvious that all cubes are similar to one another since their angles are 
severally equal and are enclosed by similar planes that are equal in num- 
ber.'*7 In addition, we can also show in this fashion that two proportional 
middle terms can be found between two similar solids, as Democritus 
showed. It is obvious that all squares are similar to one another, for their 
angles are severally equal and their sides are proportional.'*® Therefore 
it seems that Plato, working from numbers, shows that solids are never 
conjoined by a single middle term but always by two middles. For 
in these cases, as you see, the extreme terms in the proportion are at 
the same time both cubes and similar planes. In our previous example 


™4 Tt is unclear how Democritus’ observation is apposite to the non-problem he seems 
to have raised. It is not generally true of plane numbers that between any two there is 
a single geometric mean. In fact, as Euclid 8, prop. 20 shows, the existence of such a 
single middle is a sufficient condition for two plane numbers to be similar. 

They are rheta, cf. n. 102 above. 

For the solutions, including those of Menaichmus, Erathosthenes and Archytas, see 
Heath (1921), vol. ii, 244-70. The discussion that Proclus proposes to append to his 
Timaeus commentary is not mentioned anywhere else. Cf. Zeller (1963), 840. 

"7 Mugler (in Festugiére) refers us to Euclid 11, def. 9 and notes that Proclus’ condition 
that the angles be equal is superfluous. 

Cf. Euc. 6, def. 1. Note that the concerns about whether Euclid’s definition of similar 
rectilinear figures provides a sufficient condition do not apply to the case of squares 
since here we may be certain that the corresponding sides are opposite the equal angles; 
Heath (1956), vol. ii, 188. 
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one extreme is 512 (which is the product of 16 and 32), while the other 
extreme term is 8 (which is the product of 2 and 4). And so the ratio of the 
sides is the same [i.e. 2:1]. Therefore, there is one middle term between 
these in as much as they are similar planes, not in as much as they are 
solids. As a result, if you take these things in terms of number, you will 
have a solution to the problem. For it is possible to seek out numbers 
that are at the same time solid numbers and similar plane numbers, but 
it is hopeless to take a figure to be both a solid and similar plane. In 
addition, it is also possible to say that, since all of them are cubes, their 
form is one. Since Plato assumed that the mean terms are similar to the 
extreme terms, he would thus have been confident in the theorem. For 
how could it be natural that they require another bond if they all have 
the same form? And how would the middle terms both have something 
in common (koinénoien) with the extreme terms and yet also differ from 
them in respect of the sides if all were cubes? It is therefore obvious that 
he takes the middle terms as genuine (a/éthés) middles and thus says that 
there is never one middle but always two middles which connect the 
solids — all middle terms purporting to both have something in common 
and also differ from the extremes between which they are middles. For 
to say absolutely that all solids are connected through two middle terms 
makes the middles unlimited in number. So it is surely obvious that 
he assumes the things that are most widely separated and in every way 
opposed and have all their sides inconsistent with all the sides [of the 
other] — the powers corresponding to the physical bodies are like this.'*? 
He assumes this in order that one of the middles might have a greater 
association with one of the extremes and a lesser one with the other one, 
and likewise, mutatis mutandis, in the case of the other. 


it. Solutions of Syrianus and Proclus 


Unless this is also true, the very thing that our teacher Syrianus said — 
he said that it is necessary to assume the same ratio in the middle terms 
as exists between the edges of the extreme terms."3° For example, if one 


79 Reading oiai tives for oitives with Kroll. The passage refers forward to the theory of 
the four elements as characterized by three powers each. Fire is tenuous, sharp and 
highly mobile while earth is dense, blunt and immobile. These powers are treated as 
analogous to the three ‘sides’ or factors in a solid number. Since the powers are utterly 
opposed, there is a sense in which they are in proportion to one another. Thus fire and 
earth can be treated as ‘similar’ solids between which we will find two mean terms — 
air and water. Cf. II.39.24-30.2. 

Syrianus’ point is not very clearly expressed — ‘trés elliptique’ as Mugler says in his 
notes to Festugiére’s translation. The ratio between the edges or cube roots of the 
extreme terms is 2:3. There is just one number that stands in the ratio 2:3 to 8. This is 
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cube is 8 and the other is 27, we might discover the middle between them 
if we were to take the sides of them — 2 and 3 respectively — and were 
to multiply these by one another and then multiply the product by each 
one in turn [i.e. 2 x 3 x 2 and 2 x 3 x 3]. The middles that connect 
the extremes will do so through the ratio 2:3 which is the same as the 
ratio between the sides in the cubes from which we started. Now, Plato 
would say, since there is the same ratio between the edges of the cube as 
between the middle in the proportion, of necessity there are two middle 
terms. And this is more consistent with the proposed physical theory. 
For the Demiurge established [rational] relations (koinénia)"3' between 
the qualities of the elements and among the simple forms prior to the 
composites [generated out of these]. 

But for our part, we have assumed extreme terms connected by the 8:1 
ratio, while their edges [or cube roots] do not have this same 8:1 ratio. 
If the edges of the middles are in the ratio 2:1, the edges of the extreme 
terms will have a 4:1 ratio. For example, in the case of the three terms 
assumed above (34.8), if we were to take a fourth proportional term we 
will find that since its edge is 8 times the edge of the first term, this 
fourth cube is conjoined to the first by the ratio 8:1. For example, if we 
add a fourth term, 16, to the series 2, 4, 8, the cube from 16 is conjoined 
to 8 [or 23] through the ratio 8:1 — the same ratio which 8 has to 64, and 
512 has to 64, and 4096 (which is 16 cubed) has to 512. So it turns out 
that since the edges have the ratio 8:1, as 16 has to 2, and taking middles 
conjoined through an 8:1 ratio, it will also be the case that two middle 
terms fall between the extremes.'3* But if a fifth proportional term is 
included, the sides will no longer be in the ratio 8:1 but rather 16:1, and 
on account of this there will be three proportional middle terms between 
two cubes.'33 Therefore, what Plato says is true with respect to specified 
method. 

Perhaps the word harmonize is used in the fullest sense and it is 
necessary to say that while there might be just one middle term between 


12. As above, the number can be discovered by taking two sides of the closer extreme 

and one side from the further extreme (i.e. 2 x 2 x 3). Similarly, there is one number 

that stands in the 2:3 ratio to the other extreme, 18. Naturally, its factors are 3 x 3 x 

2 by the same method. 

Cf. 35.2 above. 

The series of cubes that Proclus gives — 23, 43, 83, 163 — are equivalent to 8, 87, 83, 84. 

Of course, 87:8 = 8:1 and 83:8? = 8:1 and so on. If we wish to establish a continuous 

geometric proportion in the ratio 8:1 between 8 and 8+, there must be two middle 

terms. 

"33 By a ‘proportional term’ I assume Proclus means to continue the series by doubling 
the roots: 2, 4, 8, 16, 32. Now the ratio between the cube roots of the extreme terms is 
16 to 1. However, 323 is equal to 85, so the 8:1 ratio can find three intermediate terms: 
82, 83, 84. 
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two cubes, nonetheless this middle term cannot be in accordance with a 
harmonic ratio. So, when the bonding between the extreme terms really 
(ontos) takes place through these middle terms, it is wholly requisite that 
there be two middles. It is clear from these considerations that from a 
mathematical perspective (mathématikés) it is the case that a single middle 
term is required between two similar planes and two middles are needed 
between similar solids, the latter never being conjoined by a single middle 
term. 


2. Physical exposition 


Having started from these [mathematical] observations, let us see how 
the physical conceptions (dianoéma) are consistent with them and bring 
the strictly scientific (epistémonikos) account into harmony with the prob- 
able [reasoning about the physical].'3+ Let us first ask what the plane is in 
physical terms and how it is that between planes there is a single middle 
while between solids there are two middles. 


a. lamblichus’ view 


The divine Iamblichus"> — it was principally this man who devoted him- 
self to the subject, while all others were as men in a dream and wallowed 
about only in the mathematical sense of these words — seems to me to 
distinguish the simple things from the composite ones and the parts from 
the wholes and, to put it simply, he distinguished the enmattered powers 
and enmattered forms from the substances completed (sumpléroun) by 
their presence. The former he called ‘planes’, but the other ‘solids’. For 
just as the plane is the extreme limit of mathematical body, so surely 
the enmattered form and the power of <physical> bodies are the shape 
(morphé) and limit (peras) of the underlying subject (hypokeimenon). As a 
consequence of these distinctions [we may conclude that] in the case of 
the simple things one middle term is sufficient because, although there 
is principle of Difference in the rational forming principles (/ogo/) and 
in the forms and, indeed, Life, [yet] in virtue of their common bonds of 
the rational forming principles and the forms and Life [only] one mean 
arises. Therefore power is uniformly woven together with power and 
quality with quality by reason of the actual principles of Difference and 
Sameness of forms. In the case of composite things, however, there are, 


734 For Proclus on scientific knowledge and the likely (to eikos) see I. 339.15 ff. 

735 36.24-37.3 = lamblichus in Tim. fr. 48 (Dillon). I follow Dillon’s translation closely and 
adopt his emendations to the text. This includes adding <puoxixaév> before cwpctav 
with Kroll at 37.2 and reading 81611 <ei> TéSv Adyoov KTA at 37.4. 


83 


x5 


20 


25 


30 


37 


Io 


15 


20 


25 


30 


On the Timaeus of Plato: Book 3 


as one might expect, two middle terms, for the Dyad is the thing that 
supplies (chorégos) both composition and division to all things. But each 
of the composites is composed from a multiplicity of essences and pow- 
ers, wherefore the means must be multiple and are double at the least. 
For the middle with respect to the form is one thing, but the middle with 
respect to the subject another. 


b. Proclus’ view 


But since we are concerned with physical principles, let us say something 
like this — taking our lead from the premises that Plato will provide as 
he goes on. We ought instead to work out what needs to be said [about 
such matters] from a higher vantage point. 

Some of those who provide physical theories grant a single quality to 
each of the elements: they give to fire heat, but to air coolness, to water 
dampness, but to earth dryness. ‘These theorists entirely stray from the 
truth. First, because they destroy the possibility of an orderly cosmos. 
For on the assumption that the elements have entirely contrary powers, 
then unless there were something common between them, it would be 
impossible for them to be harmonized with one another."3° Second, 
the people who give this kind of theory make the things that are most 
contrary right next to one another — the hot (fire) to the cold (air) and 
the wet (water) to the dry (earth). But it is necessary to make things that 
conflict further away than things that are less alien to one another. For 
such is the nature of opposites. In the third place, the first two elements 
will in no way have sympathy with remaining two, but will be separated 
from one another. For what there is in common between dampness and 
coldness it is not possible to say. And besides all this, since the elements 
are solids, they will not be conjoined to one another through any sort of 
middle term. But it has been shown that it is not possible for one solid to 
be conjoined to another through a single term, let alone through none! 
Unless, of course, they were immediately conjoined (amesés). But this 
immediate conjunction is allotted only to unextended things. 

But other people, such as Occelus'3? who was a predecessor of 
‘Timaeus, apportion two qualities or powers to each of the elements — 


"36 Cf. Aristotle GC 330a30-3. 

37 Tamblichus’ list of Pythagoreans (V-Pyth. 36) includes Occelus of Lucania. The work 
to which Proclus refers, however, is a forgery of the Hellenistic period. Estimates for 
the date of On Nature range from 200 to 150 Bc. Its content is strongly Peripatetic. See 
Harder (1926) for the text and Thesleff (1961) for further arguments on the date of 
the work. An English translation is provided in Guthrie (1987). One might speculate 
that Occelus’ work provides Proclus with an opportunity to criticize Aristotle’s theory 
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assigning hot and dry to fire; hot and wet to air; wet and cold to water; 
and cold and dry to earth. And all these things were written by this man 
in his book On Nature. But how can those who say these things strike a 
false note? 

First, since they have proposed to discover the common powers 
among the elements in order to preserve their status as things that are 
coordinate with one another, they no more give them association than 
separation, but rather they have in equal measure preached their conflict 
and harmony."3* But what sort of cosmos will there be from this? What 
sort of order will they have, since they are both most alien to one another 
and not coordinated and at the same time most akin to one another and 
arranged together? For they are in equal measure at war and at peace, 
and both establish and dissolve communion in equal fashion. But if this 
communion is similarly destroyed and implanted, the universe will no 
more be than not be. 

Second, the people who uphold this kind of theory gave the great- 
est contrariety, not to the extreme terms, but to the penultimate ones 
before the extremes."3° And yet we see everywhere that with respect 
to the class of homogeneous things, the ones that have been placed 
furthest away [from one another] have the nature of contraries, not 
the ones that are less distant. Therefore earth is more opposed to fire 
than to water since it has been placed further from fire but is less sep- 
arated from water. But how has nature arranged their seats furthest 
from one another? Was it not by beholding their contrariety and see- 
ing that the third is more closely related to the first than the final one? 
And how about their respective motions? Is it not the case that fire 
is the lightest and moves upwards, while earth is heaviest and moves 
downward? But where would these most contrary motions come from 
if not from nature? And surely if the most contrary motions have been 
apportioned to them it is obvious that the elements are most contrary to 
one another. For since the motions of simple things are simple and since 
the things that have simple motions are themselves simple, it follows 


of the elements under another name. However, Proclus is not shy about disagreeing 
with Aristotle. He replies to Aristotle’s criticisms of the Platonic theory of the elements 
(Cael. 30543 3-307b26) in his ‘Inquiry into the objections of Aristotle to Plato’s Timaeus’ 
(in Tim. IL. 279.3). Fragments of this work are preserved in Simplicius’ in Cael., in Phys., 
and in Philoponus’ contra Proclum. 

338 An ouden . .. mallon argument. Since the two-power theory gives each element only 
two powers, elements that are proximate to one another will have one common 
power and one opposed power. They will thus be no more harmonized than they are 
opposed. 

39 See Introduction, page 17. 
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that the things that have the most contrary motions are themselves most 
contrary. *+° 

And for this reason one might well be astonished that Aristotle says 
in his work On Motion that earth is most opposed to fire, but in On 
Powers'+* he makes the elements most remote from one another (which 
possess the motions that are diametrically opposite) more akin than the 
proximate and similar elements. For as they have contrary places among 
the range of positions, so they have contrary motions among the range 
of movements, and so they have contrary powers among the range of 
forms (that is, heaviness and lightness on account of which they have 
the contrary motions just mentioned); so too in this way they will also 
have contrary passive qualities. Aristotle also makes it clear that earth 
is contrary to fire, for, since he also wishes to show how it is that it 
necessary for there to be more than a single kind of body, he says some- 
thing like the following: ‘but if there is earth it is also necessary that 
there should be fire since if one of a pair of opposites exists by nature 
the other also exists by nature’.'** So it turns out that Aristotle was 
not able to show that the elements are many in any other way than by 
saying that fire is contrary to earth. But once again, since these things 
are solids, how would they be conjoined through just one middle term? 
For this is impossible in the case of solids as we said earlier [II. 34.18]. 
Therefore, those who say these things arrange matters neither math- 
ematically nor physically, but are mistaken with respect to both, and 
for good reason, for the physical beings are images of mathematical 
ones. 

Surely then only Timaeus and anyone who correctly follows his teach- 
ing assigns not one or two powers to the elements but three."3 


4° Aristotle assigns simple motions to the simple bodies (Cwe/. 268b27-269a4). Proclus 
here goes on to deduce the contrariety of simple bodies from the contrariety of their 
motions. Aristotle himself is much more ambivalent about relations of contrariety 
among the elements. 

"41 As Festugiére notes, the references to Aristotle are a bit of a mystery. On Motion or hoi 
peri kinése6s logoi seems to be Aristotle’s way of referring to Physics 4—8 (cf. Mete. 338420). 
But we don’t find any firm assertion in Physics that fire and earth are opposed — just 
casual remarks like 214b13. Something like this view may be implied by the argument 
at Cael. 269a9, ff. The text that comes closest to declaring earth and fire to be contraries 
is GC 330b30-331a6. But even then Aristotle goes on to point out that a// the elements 
are opposed to one another in some degree, since each will possess at least one quality 
contrary to that of all the others. We have no record of a work called On Powers (hoi 
peri dynamon logoi). 

™? As Festugiére notes, this exact text is not to be found in any of the works of Aristotle 

that we possess. He suggests that perhaps Proclus paraphrases GC 330a4-8. 

Proclus goes well beyond anything that Plato actually says in the Timaeus. However 

there is considerable warrant for his assigment of powers in 56a. Plato notes that fire is 
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Fire tenuousness sharpness easy mobility 
Air tenuousness _ bluntness easy mobility 
Water density bluntness easy mobility 
Earth — density bluntness immobility 








[The powers are assigned this way] in order that each element may have 
two powers in common with what is alongside it, but one difference, 
which it derives from the other of the two extremes, just as was shown 
in the case of mathematical [solids] (31.27). 

It is also assigned this way in order that earth may be arranged in 
an opposite manner to fire with respect to all its powers, and so that 
the extreme terms (fire and earth) have two middle terms and so do 
the ones that are next to one another (i.e. air and water). The middles 
in the first case are solids themselves (i.e. the air and water are middle 
terms between fire and earth), but in the second case the middle terms 
are the powers that air and water have in common (i.e. bluntness and 
easy mobility). Suppose fire is tenuous, sharp and easily moved, since the 
substrate (ousia) it has is sharp and tenuous in as much as it has a pyramid 
shape and in virtue of this shape it is such as to be bold and incisive, 
and also to slip through all the other elements.'*+ And it is easily moved 
since it is both nearest to the heavens and in them, for the heavenly 
fire itself is the kind of thing that moves swiftly and the fire beneath 
the moon is sempiternally moved along with it in one circle with a single 
impulse.'*5 Therefore, since earth is the contrary to fire, they will have 


more readily moved than the other elements and that it is such as to cut things because 
of the sharpness of its pyramidal shape. It ranks first in fineness or tenuousness and for 
this reason has permeated (dielélythe) all things (58b). 

144 Proclus does not actually describe fire as having the figure of the pyramid, but says only 
oXf\ya To1ottov éxov ‘having such a figure’. But his subsequent use of tuntikév clearly 
alludes to Tim. 56a. By this point in the dialogue, Plato has assigned the elements to 
their regular solids. He then explains some of the characteristics of fire by appeal to its 
pyramidal shape in a way that is similar to Proclus’ account. 

45 Cf. in Tim. I. 111.q—112.19 and super- and sub-lunary fire. Aristotle attributed the 
heat of the heavenly bodies to the presence of a fiery belt just under the moon (Cvel. 
2.7, 289a30-5; Mete. 1.3, 340b3, ff; 1.7, 34a8—33) and that it, like heavens, moved in 
a circle. One of the problems that arises with respect to Aristotle’s belt of fiery stuff 
beneath the moon is its motion. If it is a form of fire and if it moves in a circle, then it 
appears that fire has not one but two natural motions. 

It seems possible that Proclus has the fiery belt in mind here since the sublunary fire 
in, say, a candle is moved upwards, not in a circle. Two speculative comments: first, the 
Aristotelian astronomer Xenarchus (first century AD) held a view similar to the one that 
Proclus develops. He believes that only the circular motion of fire is really natural. Its 
upward motion here is a result of its not having the full existence it has in the heavens 
where it is — here below it is only becoming fire (ap. Simplic. in Cael. 21.33-22.17). 
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the contrary powers: density, bluntness and immobility. And surely we 
see all these things manifested in earth. Since things of this sort are in 
conflict and, moreover, are solids, and specifically are similar solids, their 
sides — which is to say their powers — will be in proportion. For as the 
dense is to the tenuous, the blunt is to the sharp and the immobile is to 
that which is easily moved. But similar solids are the ones whose sides and 
powers are in proportion - or if you wish to put it in the physical manner 
of speaking, similar bodies are the ones where the powers that constitute 
those bodies are in proportion, for the sides are the powers of the areas 
determined by the sides.'4° 

Therefore, since fire and earth are similar bodies and similar solids, 
two proportional middle terms will fall between them and each of these 
middles [will be a solid] having two sides from the extreme term closer 
to it and one side from the remaining one. So since fire will have three 
physical sides — that is, the three powers: tenuousness, sharpness and easy 
mobility — then taking away the middle term, sharpness, and substituting 
bluntness will make air. Air has two sides from fire, but a single one from 
air or [we may also say] it has two powers from fire, but a single power from 
earth. So it also turns out that it is fitting that air has more association 
with what is near it rather than what is the third from it in terms of 
distance or separation. 

Once again, since earth has three physical sides which are contraries to 
the powers of fire — density, bluntness and immobility — then by taking 
away immobility and replacing it with ease of mobility, water will be 
produced. Since water has density, bluntness and ease of mobility, it has 
two sides or powers in common with earth, but takes only one from fire. 
So surely in this way these middle terms and the elements will be innately 
conjoined, communing through two powers, requiring two means for the 
sake of likeness, but differing in one. And in this fashion each one will 
always be conjoined to a greater degree with the one that is closer to it 
than it is with the one that is further away from it. And a single cosmos 


Proclus goes further in this general direction, insisting that there is no natural place 
for fire in the sublunary and that the fire here is an effluxion (aporroia) of celestial fire 
and could really be called the summit or highest form (akra) of air (in Tim. IL. 111.23). 
Second, it is intriguing that Proclus speaks of a single impulse (hormé) by which the 
sublunary fire is moved in a circle. One of the terms that John Philoponus uses for 
‘impetus’ is bormé. He supposes that the fire belt has its circular motion because of 
a force impressed in it by the rotation of the spheres of aether (in Phys. 198.12-16, 
384.11-385.11). See Sorabji (1987), 7-13. 

Proclus here relies on the fact that ‘dynamis’ also has a mathematical sense in which it 
can mean ‘root’. Though it is typically square root, it can also be that the sides of the 
cubic numbers are its powers: cf. LSJ s.v. dynamai IL.4. 
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will result through all the elements and a single harmonic order from 
the dominance of proportion. 

It is like this too in the case of the middle terms between two cubes 
like 8 and 27. 12 (which is the middle term that is alongside 8) will have 
two sides from 8 but only one from 27, for 12 is 2 x 2 x 3. But it is the 
other way around with 18. Since it is 3 x 3 x 2, it has two sides from 27 
(the two 3s) but one side from 8 — that is, the 2. Plato’s beliefs about the 
physical nature of the elements of the universe are thus in concord with 
mathematics. 


go Lexs 


Having distinguished these things by such considerations, let us apply 
them to Plato’s words from the point of view of physics. Therefore let 
us call the unit that has only two powers a plane, as some have done, 
but let us call what has three powers a solid. And let us say that if we 
were to construct bodies from two powers, a single middle term would 
conjoin the elements to one another, but since there are three powers, as 
we said, they are bound together by two middle terms. For there are two 
common powers between the adjacent elements, but a single differentia. 
And even the extreme terms themselves, if they were constructed out of 
two powers, would be conjoined through a single middle term. For let 
it be the case, if you like, that fire is only tenuous and easily moved and 
let earth have the contraries of these qualities, density and immobility. 
Now for these things it is sufficient for the existence of a middle term if 
there is only one entity. For either one which combines density together 
with ease of movement or one which combines tenuousness together 
with difficulty of movement would be all that is needed to bind the two 
of these elements. But since each of the elements is [characterized by] 
triple [powers], it is necessary for the extreme terms to have two middles 
and these are bound to the adjacent terms through two powers. For 
solids — that is, those things which have three powers contrary to one 
another — are never brought into harmony by a single middle term. 


(32b3) 


G. Views about the fifth element 


Thus the god put water and air between fire and earth and made 

them proportional to one another in so far as this was possible, so that as 
fire is to air, so air is to water and as air is to water, so water is to earth, 
and he bound them together and assembled the visible and tangible 
universe. (32bq4-8) 
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Some of the Platonists, having been repelled by the writings of Aris- 
totle, extend throughout the universe a single passive matter (pathété 
hylé) underlying the elements, granting nothing different to the heav- 
ens. This they do in the belief that this is the view that Plato 
urges, and they banish the tradition of the fifth element, dismissing 
it as a barbarian teaching. They explain that Aristotle followed these 
[teachings] when he introduced the fifth element. And in a certain 
way he hints at their origin since he appeals to the observations of 
the barbarians as evidence of the eternal motion of the aether’s own 
substance. ‘+7 

But others have said that the heavens are composed of another sub- 
stance, since it also has a different form of life, as well as a more simple 
movement and more everlasting nature,"* but that Plato is now surely 
discussing the sublunary elements and it is these elements that he adorns 
by proportion. These people speak correctly both with respect to the 
things themselves and also with respect to Plato’s teachings — there is 
a difference between the celestial nature and the changeable and gen- 
uinely enmattered things — but they do overlook our view and the words 
of Plato where the philosopher says that he bound together and assem- 
bled the universe through the proportion of the four elements, and again 
later that the Demiurge made the greatest part of the stars from fire 
(4042). 

Let us therefore carry on, if you please, and while preserving both 
of these claims — that the whole cosmos is composed out of the four 
elements and yet the heavens have a different essence — consider how 
the words presently before us show this and distinguish these two in the 
first place. For it is necessary that either: 


1. The heavens are composed of a fifth element entirely different 
from the four elements, as some say, or 

2. They are made of [all of] the four elements, or 

They are made of some particular one of the four elements, or 

4. They are made from more than one. 


ww 


"47 For Aristotle’s references to Asian astronomical observations, Festugiére cites Cael. 
270b6-24; Mete. 339b17, ff. Cf. Rose, fr. 6 = Diogenes Laertius 1.8. 

The comparative form aidiéteron for ‘more everlasting’ is seemingly incoherent. Aris- 
totle uses it at Cael. 284a17 to mean that a force that moved the heavens would have to 
be even greater to the extent that what such a force would move is everlasting. Proclus 
seems to use the comparative form as a genuine comparative. Here, however, the idea 
of something being ‘more everlasting’ is attributed to others. At IL. 283.19, it seems 
to be used rhetorically: ‘What could be more everlasting than this?’ Alas, III. 164.14 
seems to be seriously intended and thus seriously confused. 
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If they are composed of the four elements either (2a) they have the same 
form as the sublunary elements or (2b) they have a different form. But if 
(1) the heavens are composed of something other than the four elements, 
how is it that Plato says that the whole cosmos is from the four? And if (3) 
it is made from one of the four, how can he say a bit later (q0az) that the 
stars are for the most part fire? And if (4) it is composed of more than one 
[but not all], how will the divine body not be imperfect or incomplete 
by not having all things while even the Earth and generally the things 
below the moon do have all the elements? But on the other hand, if (2) it 
is composed ofall of them, how will the composite from them that exists 
there above be indissoluble while composites of the four elements here 
below are subject to dissolution? For it will not be indissoluble because 
the four elements in the heavens have equal dominion, since if there were 
equal dominion, where would the diversity [seen in the heavens] come 
from? '+9 Moreover, if there were equal dominion among the elements, 
how is that Plato says that up there things are for the most part fire? And 
if it is composed out of others, how is it that, though they [i.e. the stars] 
are composite they are moved with a simple motion?'>° And where will 
‘the wholenesses’ (o/otés)'5' of the things that have been intermingled 
up there be? 

The nature of the problem cases being such as this, the better option 
is to say that the whole heaven is composed predominantly of fire, but 
it includes in a preparatory way (kat? aitian) the powers of the other 
elements — for instance, the solidity and stability of earth; the adhesive 
and unifying quality of water; the tenuousness and transparency of air — 
and just as the earth encompasses everything in a terrestrial fashion, so 
too the heavens encompass everything in a fiery way. As a result, the one 
dominant [element] includes the others within itself in a preparatory way. 
One should consider that the fire there is not the same as the fire here 
below the moon, but rather up there is divine fire which is an imitation 
of intellectual fire that has been woven together with life. The fire down 
here, however, is genuinely enmattered and generated and destructible. 
So the pure fire is in the heavens and up there fire exists as a whole.">* But 


49 Perhaps Proclus is playing on the sense of toikiAia, evoking the passage in Rep. 529¢ 
where Plato refers to the stars in these terms: totta yév Ta év TH OUPave TroikiApata, 
étreittep Ev OpaTe TreTroiKIATaL. 

15° Proclus asserts at II.38.31 the bi-conditional that a thing’s motion is simple if and only 
if it is simple, as does Aristotle, Cue/. 268b28-69a2. 

15 See below 44.7 and n. 151. 

15? ag.t: kai éxel TO dAov Tp. See Festugiére 72, n.3. Proclus distinguishes three modes 
of existence for each predicate in ET 65: in a preliminary way (kat’ aitian); in a way 
that involves being (kath’ hyparxin); and by participation (kata methexin). These modes 
correspond to the distinction between an unparticipated form, the participated form, 
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earth is up there in a preparatory way (kat’ aitian), being another form 
of earth such as would be expected if it is connascent with the divine 
fire, having only abstract solidity (auto to stereon) as fire has luminosity 
[alone]. And as the [celestial] fire does not burn, so the earth there is 
not dense — it is the highest kind of each. As the fire there is pure and 
really real, so too here below is the really real earth and the wholeness 
of earth, but the fire here is enmattered and exists through participation 
(kata methexin) just as the earth is up there in a preliminary way (prétés). 
The other one is present in each in an appropriate way — where the 
pinnacle or highest kind of earth is, there is the sediment of fire."53 The 
moon is also an indication, having a solid and dark quality, and blocking 
out the light (for it is in earth’s nature only to block out) and the stars 
which stand in the way of our attempts to see beyond, as if making a 
shadow above themselves. And it is clear that as these two are there on 
high — fire and earth — the things that are intermediate between them 
must also be there: the primarily (prétés) transparent (that is, air, like the 
brightest kind down here) and water (like the lightest of vapours down 
here or something still more pure) in order that all things should be in 
all, but each in an appropriate fashion. For it is on account of this that we 
characterize fire by its visibility which is the defining property of every 
kind of fire, and this is reasonable; for as earth is primarily tangible, so 
fire is primarily visible because it needs none of the other elements in 
order to be seen (as do the others, which need fire to illuminate them in 
order to be seen), but it comes to be visible in and of itself, and this is 
the common property of all fire. So the problem under investigation is 
solved. 


and the quality in the participant. The unparticipated form or the monad of a series is 
F in as much as it is the cause of all that is subsequently F in any way. The participated 
form is universal common to all the instances and it is F in a way that does not depend 
upon its participation. Participants are F only by virtue of participating in this second 
form. 

Festugiére believes that Proclus’ Timaeus commentary puts the same points in 
somewhat different vocabulary: kat’ aitian = ‘existing primarily’ (prétos), while kath 
hyparxin = ‘as a whole’ (kath’ holotés). The shift in vocabulary would be natural since 
the mode of being kath’ hyparxin is correlated with ‘the whole of parts’ (holon ek tin 
meron), as well as with the status or order of ‘participated things’ (metexomena), cf. 


ET 67. 
"33 For hypostathmé used in the sense of sediment or dregs of the elements, cf. I. 46.28; 
Phdo 106e. The logic of argument requires that étrov uév .. . Stou 8é. . . refer not 


to different locations but to the same one. For similar uses of this construction in 
Proclus in contexts where location is less relevant, but which nonetheless involve the 
“distribution” of all in all appropriately, cf. ET 103.3, 159.6. 
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1. The procession of the elements and their gradations 
a. General remarks 


In order that the entire procession of the elements and the question 
of how many lower forms they have may become sufficiently clear to 
us, we must resume the consideration of them in the order of their 
descent (anéthen). Now, these four elements — fire, air, water and earth — 
exist primarily (prétds) in the Demiurge of wholes [and are there] in a 
preliminary way and in a unitary manner (kat? aitian kai henoeidés). For 
all the causes are antecedently comprehended (prolambanein) in him in 
the manner of a single aggregate — the power of fire at its acme, intel- 
lective, divine, immaculate; the causal force of air which is connective 
and life-giving; the fecund existence of water which rises into bloom, 
and the stable, steadfast, unchanging, unswerving form of earth. There- 
fore, since he knows these things, the Theologian'’+ says concerning the 
Demiurge: 


His body burns as fire, unmoved and vast; 

Those godly shoulders, breast, and back — the air. 
Of water is his waist, the Ocean’s share; 

And, roots beneath the Earth, his feet stand fast. 


From these demiurgic causes a procession of the four elements into the 
universe comes about — though not immediately (euthus) into the cosmos 
below the moon. For how will the things that are most immaterial cause 
the existence of that which is most enmattered in a way that involves 
no median (amesos)? And how will things that are unmoved cause the 
existence of things that are moved in every way? For the procession of 
objects is never without middle terms, but rather takes place according 
to a properly ordered decline, and generation is accomplished through 
terms that are next to one another — just as is the case with the elements 
themselves: after fire we do not find water, which has less in common with 
it, but rather air. Nor is earth next to air itself, but rather water is. This is 
so in order that the procession down to the last things may come about 
through appropriate and related steps that produce the smallest possi- 
ble changes for the worst (parallaxis). How then is it that the generation 
of the intellectual, demiurgic and whole elements will bring into being 
these enmattered, scattered and dark things? For these things are able 
to be done by the younger gods, and especially in as much as their com- 
position is tangible. But the Demiurge is the father of greater and finer 
things. 


134 Orph. fr. Kern) 168, Il. 22, 24, 28-9. 
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Now since the elements in the Demiurge himself are intellects and 
intellectual and unparticipated powers, what will be the initial procession 
from them? It is obvious that, while remaining intellectual powers, they 
will be participated in by the encosmic elements. For the procession is 
from unparticipated intellect by proximate stages to the participated, and 
in general [procession takes place] correctly from unparticipated causes 
to participated ones and from hypercosmic forms to things within the 
cosmos. What then are these things which even as they remain intellec- 
tual, are yet participated? And what will be the degrees of the decline? To 
be sure they will no longer be intellectual things —I call ‘intellectual’ those 
things that are forms of intellect or of genuine intellectual substance — 
but at the same time participated. And not being intellectual it is obvi- 
ous that they will not be immovable. And not being immovable, they 
will be self-moved. For these things immediately devolve from immo- 
bile things, and the procession goes from what is intellectual in essence 
to what is so in respect of participation, and from what is immovable 
to things that move themselves. Therefore by their self-motion these 
participated intellectual elements will have their essence in life.*55 

And it is clear I suppose what will proceed from this. For the descent is 
from life (z0é) to being alive (zén) — for this is next to life — and from what 
is self-moving in essence to what is self-moving through participation in 
life. And in so far as they have gone from life to being alive, they have been 
transformed, but in so far as they go from ‘the immaterial’ to ‘immaterial 
things’'5° — I mean these things are immaterial in relation to the matter 
that is subject to change — and from divine life to divine being (ousia), 
they are assimilated to the substances prior to them. Hence taking away 
the former immaterial and unchangeable [nature], you will make what 
is changeable and enmattered. And by this they have been diminished 
in relation to the things prior to them, though with respect to the order 
and symmetry of the motions and with respect to the unchangeable 
[features] among changeable things, [these diminished elements] have 
been assimilated to the things prior to them. So if you were to take away 
this order and see the great discord and instability of the elements, you 
will have the last of all things [in the procession] and those things that 
have as their lot the extreme of separation, and are the sediment of all 
that has gone before them. 


55 T follow Festugiére in reading <t@> in the lacuna at 46.11: foto1 otv év Jw) TH 
oTolXeian TATA voEpd KATE UéleEIv <TH> avToKivyTté. Additionally I supplement the 
translation, as he has done, by reference to the subsequent t& 8 adtoKivnta Kal év 
Goats €xovta TO elvan at 46.30. Proclus distinguishes between a thing having its being 
in life and its actually being a living thing. 

156 Reading ao <toU> avAou érri ta &uAc at 46.17 with M and Festugiére. 
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Therefore, to sum up the [grades of] the elements 


1. Some are immovable, unparticipated, intellectual and creative. 

2. Some are intellectual in essence and immobile, but participated by 
the encosmic elements. 

3. Some are self-moving and have their being in life. 

4. Some are self-moving but are things that live and do not merely 
have their being in life."57 

5. Some are moved by something else, but moved in an orderly fash- 


ion. 
6. Some are disorderly, turbulent and have been mixed up. 


Such being the differences, what makes it necessary to complicate an 
account of the elements as things that exist in one form only (monachés)? 
For there are as many middle terms between the Demiurge and the things 
in the sublunary realm as there are ways in which it is necessary for us to 
consider the [grades of] the elements, since the procession goes to the 
elements [as we find them here] through these middle terms. Therefore 
the elements are in the heavens, though not in the mode in which they 
are found in bodies which are the works of genesis (genesiourgos). But 
neither are they in the heavens in the manner in which they are in the 
Demiurge. Moreover, there is heavenly fire — [the fact that there is] light 
shows this, this being a form of fire — and also earth — else how does 
it come about that when the moon is illuminated a shadow is cast and 
the light of the sun does not pass entirely through it? [These facts show 
that] it is necessary for the middle terms to be in them, though differ- 
ent ones are more abundant in different places. For example, in some 
places, on account of solidity the fiery nature shines forth, as in the case 
of the bodies of the stars; in other places, on account of its tenuousness 
it escapes our notice, as in the case of the spheres that carry the stars 
around. (Certainly’>® it is the defining feature of all fire to be visible, but 
it is not essential for it to be hot or for it to be the kind of thing that 
rises to the top. And as for earth, all of it is solid and tangible, but it need 
not exhibit weight or be such as crouch below and move downward. If 
we take these things [i.e. visibility and tangibility] as the defining fea- 
tures, we will discover in the heavens both fire and earth in proportion — 
fire determining the essence, but the others co-existing (symyparchein) 
[with it].) 


137 Taking oti Goal dvta at 46.31 to be equivalent in meaning to the negation of év Gwais 
éxovta TO eivon in the previous line. 

158 47.16: yap ov. The whole passage is not very coherent. gotiv &pa. ..at 47.6 summarizes 
the conclusion of the previous section. But 47.9 1pds 8 towToIs . . . adds an additional 
empirical argument which, in turn, leads to a rejoinder to a potential objection at 47.16. 
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‘To reinforce again what was said earlier,">° it is necessary to say that 
the causes and the things that are productive of something in every way 
antecedently comprehend the powers of the things arranged and made 
by them, especially when they produce things according to nature.*®° 
For nature thus has the form of tooth, eye and hand by which it shapes 
the matter and not every eye is extended, but there are cases where 
something has the form even indivisibly. Again, the soul is one thing 
but it contains within itself both the divine and the irrational, and in 
the divine it encompasses the irrational powers in a rational manner 
(Jogikés),'°' and by means of these powers it guides and orders the irra- 
tional [element] as it ought to be. And the unity of the soul has not 
been destroyed through possessing the different substances (ousia) nor 
has the plurality been destroyed <through the unity in it>,’® for these 
things exist in one way in the superior part, but in a different way in 
the inferior part. Now surely by the same argument the cosmos is one 
and many.'®3 For the heavens are one thing, but realm of generation is 
another; and the realm of generation is arranged and ordered from the 
heavens. These elements then exist in the heavens but they do so celes- 
tially (ourasnios), and they are in the soul psychically, and in the intellect 
intellectually, and in the Demiurge demiurgically. For otherwise how were 
[the sublunary elements] intended to be directed by emissions (aporrhoia) 
from up there if they were not up there in a different mode? Thus one 
also sees that among the crafts the doctor is not set over the builder, for 
the doctor does not antecedently comprehend the matters that pertain to 
building; nor is the engineer set over the cook, for the engineer does not 
antecedently comprehend the things that pertain to cooking. Rather it is 
appropriate for what antecedently comprehends the whole capacity [for 
something] to direct that thing. But the engineer wholly comprehends 
the builder, just as the doctor obviously comprehends the cook.'*+ So 


59 47.22: kal yap av Kail éxeivo prtéov KTA. The trpoeiAnge in 47.23 harks back to tposiAn- 
mat at 45.1. The common theme is the way in which causes antecedently comprehend 
their effects. 

Cf. ET 18 for this general principle. 

There is a double sense to /ogikés here. At ET 195 Proclus tells us that the soul 
antecedently comprehends all sensible things kat’ aitian and possesses their rational 
forming principles or /ogoi immaterially. Thus the /ogikés here concerns both the man- 
ner in which the rational soul contains and what it contains — the /ogo/ of the irrational 
aspects of soul. 

Diehl marks a lacuna at 47.32 and Kroll suggests <81& thy Evwow>. Cf. in Tim. II. 
164.3 ff. 

Recall that the human being is a small cosmos (in Tim. I. 5.11). Here we infer an 
analogous situation in the cosmos to that found in the human soul. 

Proclus has in mind the idea that the good of the subordinate skill is only fully realized 
when it is under the direction of the superior skill. The builder may construct a perfectly 
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if the heavens guide the entire realm of genesis, the elements will exist 
primarily (prétés) in them. 


b. The Pythagorean theory 


‘The Pythagoreans said that the elements are seen in the heavens in two 
ways: in one way above the sun, but in another way after the sun.'°5 For 


165 


good shed on this site, but if what is needed is a city wall and nota shed at this particular 
location, then there is a sense in which good produced by the builder is not optimal. 
In Gorgias 4632 ff., cooking is merely a “knack” that aims at pleasure unless it is under 
the direction of the doctor who instructs the cook to prepare the kinds of food that are 
conducive to health. 

This passage presents a curious variation on the Pythagorean order of the heavenly 
bodies. In context, Proclus’ ted fAiou and yet& fAiov must mean ‘above the sun’ and 
‘below the sun’. The Pythagoreans thought that there were ten heavenly bodies — a 
decad, naturally. They added to the normal Greek catalogue a ‘counter-earth’ and a 
central fire in addition to the sun. According to Aétius (DK 44A16) and Alexander (in 
Metaph. 40.24) the standard ordering of these heavenly bodies was as follows. 











Standard order Element “Chaldean order” Element 
Fixed stars cel. earth Fixed stars cel. earth 
Saturn cel. water Saturn cel. water 
Jupiter cel, air Jupiter cel. air 
Mars cel. fire Mars cel. fire 
Venus aeth. air Sun aeth. fire 
Mercury aeth. water ‘Venus aeth. air 
Sun aeth. fire Mercury aeth. water 
Moon aeth. earth Moon aeth. earth 
Earth terr. earth? Earth terr. earth? 
Counter-earth Counter-earth 











Proclus’ ordering of the elements into two quartets of celestial and aetherial elements 
does not fit well with the standard ordering. His assignment of elements to heavenly 
bodies puts water (Mercury) next to fire (Sun). It does, however, fit with an alternative 
one that Plutarch attributes to the Pythagoreans (De An. Proc. 10288). Burkert (1972), 
318-19 claims that this ordering, which some call ‘Chaldean’, is not found prior to 
Archimedes, though it was fathered on the Pythagoreans. It was later widely adopted 
and associated with astrology. Cf. Heath (1981), 106-7. It therefore seems likely that 
Proclus, like Plutarch, is attributing the Chaldean order to the Pythagoreans. He goes 
on to criticize this view because it departs from the Platonic ordering of the heavenly 
bodies. But Plato seems to place Venus before Mercury and thus disagrees with both 
versions of the Pythagorean ordering. 

It is interesting to ask where this allegedly Pythagorean theory originates. Proclus 
introduces this theory by stating that ‘the moon is an aetherial earth’. He then con- 
firms this not by reference to a direct quotation from a Pythagorean source but by a 
quotation from the Orphic literature. In fact, he has paraphrased this line earlier in the 
commentary when discussing Tim. 23e2-4. He there reports that Porphyry says that 
the Egyptians call the moon an aetherial earth. In that context, Porphyry is discussing 
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the moon is an aetherial earth. Certainly the Theologian has also stated 
this quite clearly: 


Another limitless Earth he resolved to make 
Which immortals laud as Selene, but mortal men the Moon 
Having many mountains, many cities, many dwellings. 


(Orpbh. fr. 91 Kern) 


The Pythagoreans say that Mercury is aetherial water, while Venus is 
air and the Sun is fire. Moreover, Mars is heavenly fire, but Jupiter is 
heavenly air and Saturn heavenly water, while the fixed stars are heav- 
enly earth. And having thus divided these things, they everywhere make 
fire and earth the extreme terms, but connected through the middle 
terms — that is, through Venus and Mercury, [they connect] the aetherial 
[planets], for they both have a power of bringing together and making 
things one. But the celestial bodies are connected through Saturn and 
Jupiter, for the holding together of wholes and the symmetry in all things 
is brought about through them. And we say that these views are in accord 
with the traditional accounts given by many. 

As you will surely recall, itis obvious that the heavenly bodies have not 
been placed according to the Platonic manner of distribution. For Plato 
arranges the sun immediately above the moon, then Venus and after this 
Mercury (Tim. 38d). Whatever the case may be (@’ own) it is necessary 
to conceive that all [the elements] are also present in each sphere since 
in the case of the sublunary elements as well, each one participates in 
the other ones — even so far as fire participating in earth. Since it is 
easily moved, it would have quickly gone out of existence if it had had no 
share at all of stability. And earth participates in fire. Since it is moved 


the assignment of numbers to souls and souls to heavenly bodies. In this respect, it 
is similar to the passage from Plutarch in which the “Pythagoreans” assign different 
numbers to the heavenly bodies. The sun seems to be moved to a position seventh 
from the central fire (rather than seventh from the fixed stars) in order that we should 
have this sequence: 1 (central fire), 3 (Counter-earth), 9 (Earth), 27 (Moon), 81 (Mer- 
cury), 243 (Venus), 729 (Sun). In such a series, the seventh member is always both a 
square and a cube number, a result likely known to Proclus (cf. [lamblichus], Theol. 
Arith. 54.13-55.1). The neat and tidy pattern would have the Sun as a number that is 
both square and cube, while the other heavenly bodies correspond to numbers in the 
sequence that are cubes but not also squares. But alas it doesn’t work that way. Jupiter 
(6,561) and the fixed stars (19,683) are also the squares of 81 and 243 respectively. 

It seems to me not unreasonable to suppose that there were plenty of Neopy- 
thagorean variations on these themes that tried to capture the “right” numerical rela- 
tions between the heavenly bodies. This might go some way to explain Proclus’ (rather 
defensive?) remark at 48.31: Kai TodT& papev KaT& Thy Trapadobeioav Ud TOAAGY 
iotopiav. 
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with difficulty, it is in need of heat to rekindle and rouse it up’ again. 
Now when things are thus even ere among the sublunary elements, how 
could it not be even more so up there, where all things are present in each 
sphere? (Even if some participate to a greater degree in fire, while others 
participate more in air, others in water and others in earth.) 


c. Summary of the view on the fifth element 


Once more let us sum up from the beginning and affirm that the ele- 
ments exist in one way as unmixed objects of thought, but in another 
way as things that have been intermingled. The primary mixture of 
them which creates the heavens has all things in a fiery fashion and 
in it are the highest forms of all things. But the secondary mixture 
comprises the elements as they are found below the moon, in which 
case all things exist in the manner of a middle term (mesés). The last 
mixture comprises the things below the Earth, where the sediments of 
all things exist: Pyriphlegethon, they say, and Acheron, Oceanus and 
Cocytus.*°7 

It is permissible to say both that there are four unmixed elements 
everywhere, and also that there are five — taking, on the one hand, the 
whole heaven as one thing, on the other taking the elements which are 
encompassed within the terrestrial region as the remainder. But the five 
elements are said to be elements of the cosmos, surely on account of 
the fact that the cosmos has been constituted from them, while the four 
elements count as the elements of each of these [five]. For the heavens are 
composed out of the four and so is the realm of generation. Therefore, 
the heavens are a fifth substance (ousia) besides these four elements, since 
it is a combination from the simple elements. For in the heavens the 
elements are not the same [as they are here] but are rather the highest 
forms of them and the four elements of all things are unmixed and are 
bounded in relation to one another by their appropriate forms. 

Furthermore, these claims are entirely consistent with what Plato 
says now — that the heavens are composed of the four elements that have 
been bound by proportion and establish the whole cosmos — and a short 
while later when he fashions the five regular solids (54d) and calls them 
‘five cosmoi’ (55d) (these things give to the heavens a fifth substance 
and introduce (eisagein) the tetractys of the four elements). And these 
claims are attended by truth; for all the things up there are fiery because 


166 Cf II. 45.4 

167 Cf. Plato, Phd. 112e ff. and Olympiodorus in Phd. 192.21, 202.12. For Acheron, 
Oceanus and Cocytus and their position under the earth in the Orphic poems, see 
Kern Orph. fr. 222 cf. 123, 125. 
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the heavens are a simple body. Because it is something different from 
the things down here and encompasses everything, the things up there 
are other than the genuinely enmattered things with volume down here. 
Therefore, we shall neither grant that all earth is heavy nor that all fire is 
light, but instead we may admit that perhaps the sub/unary grades of these 
elements are such as this, but the earth and fire in the heavens exist in a 
different manner. For the solidity and stability up there are derived from 
earth, and so each of the spheres is not changed in its entirety."©* But 
the light and the ease of movement [enjoyed by the heavenly spheres] 
are derived from fire; the connective capacity and transparency are due 
to air; and the level and smooth character is due to water. That Plato 
provides us with the resources for making these inferences is safely shown 
by what he says a little later: the builder built it from all the [kinds 
of] fire, water, air and earth there are, and left no part or power 
of any of them out (32c6-8).°° For he did not say that he made [the 
cosmos] simply out of fire or simply out of water, but that he made it 
out of all the fire and all the water. Through this he indicates that there 
are many and different [grades] of fire in the universe, and many [grades 
of] water and that they have been utterly changed in respect of their 
substance. 

Moreover, the theology of the Assyrians'7° transmits the same teach- 
ings, which are in fact divine revelations. For in these [oracles], the 
Demiurge is said to make the whole cosmos ‘from fire, from water, earth 
and all-nourishing aether’ (Or Chald. 67). And the Creator is said to 
fabricate the cosmos with his own hands (hés autourgén) 


For whatever other mass of fire there was, the All he worked with his own hands, 
so that the world body might be fully completed and the world might be visible 
and not seem membrane-like (Or. Chald. 68)'7' 


which is to say the same thing as ‘in order that it should not carry only 
feeble and indistinct traces of the forms’ since ‘the membranes’ signifies 
the indistinct or confused [gradation of] the universals (4o/6n). At any rate, 


168 50.9 Kad’ SAnv gauTiy ExdoT KivEiTaI TAV opaipdds. Proclus’ point seems to be that the 
heavenly spheres do not undergo any qualitative changes in spite of their motion. The 
earth in them brings it about that they remain stable in this sense. 

169 The line from Plato is translated as Proclus understands it. The interpretation accord- 

ing to which Plato is here insisting that the Demiurge uses all the kinds of fire, etc. 

(and not merely the totality of available quantities of the elements, so that there is none 

left over) seems somewhat forced. Proclus has apoleipén here, but quotes Plato’s text as 

hypoleipén in the lemma at 56.16. 

The Chaldean Oracles are meant. See Lewy (1956), 444. 

7% ‘Trans. Majercik (1989), cf. Lewy (1956), 120. 
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we have said that the Oracles testify to the teachings of Plato because 
both present the universe as generated out of all four elements. 


2. The proportion between the elements (Iim. 3 tbs) 


Concerning the agreement of the philosophers’”* on such points, enough 
has been said, for if there is some difference with respect to the teachings 
of Plato, we will see it presently. But it is absolutely clear that the ele- 
ments everywhere have been bound to one another by proportion. For, 
just as we said (II. 13.19 and 23.5), proportion imitates the divine unifi- 
cation and is a demiurgic bond. But while the proportion found among 
mathematical things has exactness and is subject to scientific knowledge, 
since the ratios (/ogo7) are without matter, the proportion among physical 
things no longer has these attributes in a similar fashion (though such 
proportion as is present in the things in the heavens does and it shares 
in a certain sort of accuracy). But the things below the moon [have 
this accuracy] to a lesser degree in as much as they have been twisted 
or distorted in matter. Once again, then, the order of the elements is 
made apparent and Plato quite rightly introduces conviction (pistis) into 
physical rational forming principles (physikos Jogos) from mathematical 
[ratios]'73 — for the latter are causes and the demiurgic procession is 
accomplished through soul, and the generation proceeds in an appropri- 
ate manner (o7kei6s) through the middle terms — and as the things in the 
heavens are in a certain way more akin to the precise ratios, the things 
below the moon have an obscure sort of truth.'7+ 

Surely it is because he knows these things that he has written in 
as much as possible (32bs5), in order that you might not demand the 
same accuracy concerning such physical rational forming principles as 
one would expect in the case of mathematical ratios. For if you were 
to agree to examine each of the elements, you would see many things 
co-mingled in each. For example, air is not simply tenuous, for it also 


17? As Festugiére points out, this term surely seems to refer to the Chaldean Oracles. How- 
ever, this use of ‘philosophers’ to denote the Oracles does not seem to be repeated 
elsewhere in the Timaeus commentary and is missing from Lewy’s inventory of terms 
by which Proclus refers to them. 

73 The passage relies on the double sense of /ogos. It means ‘ratio’ in the case of math- 
ematical entities, but also the Neoplatonic notion of ‘rational forming principle’. Cf. 
Witt (1931). 

174 The whole passage is redolent of the doubly divided line in the Republic. The mathe- 
maticals form a bridge between what is subject to an accurate knowing and the lesser 
kind of cognition that we have of sensible things (pistis). Notice further that the idea 
that the truth of these things is in proportion to their knowablity is also found in 
Republic 5 10a. 
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has a certain density, mistiness and liquid character. Neither is water 
simply such as to be easily moved, for the final, earthy part of it is only 
moved with difficulty. And in the case of fire itself, the part that is co- 
mingled with air resembles the bluntness of air, and this happens of 
necessity for it is requisite to connect the highest forms of the secondary 
[elements] to the sediments of the primary ones. 

Furthermore, we must comprehend in what manner Plato establishes 
the proportion. For he both begins from the middle terms and yet 
preserves their [hierarchical] order,'75 just as the Demiurge made 
all things in one another, along with the preservation of their distinc- 
tions. And in this manner he calls the entire thing that has been woven 
together something that is bonded and a composite.'”° It is something 
that is bonded in as much as the unification and proportion from the 
demiurgic cause encompasses it, but it is a composite in as much as it is 
something produced from up there in accordance with Being itself (kat’ 
autén tén ousian). For a person may bind together that which he did not 
himself compose. But it is not so in the case of the Demiurge. Rather he 
is the father and he is the one who makes it one and he is the guardian 
of all of his own works. 

Besides this, one must comprehend that in these matters Plato 
assumes the geometrical middle and has signified this fact (32b5) as we 
have said (20.25) (for to go up in the same ratio (ana ton auton logon) is the 
defining feature of geometrical proportion, and on account of this some 
people call this proportion (analogia) in the strict sense of the term).'77 
In fact the other proportions with causal influence seem to provide the 
cosmos with some more fragmentary benefits, and not the order that 
penetrates through all things, nor the [causal] sequence (heirmos), nor 
continuity. This is so since, even in the generation of Soul, the other 
proportions are assumed for the sake of the binding of the geometric 
ratios and are encompassed in the mean as they are in the universal 
geometric proportion, this alone being real proportion.'”* 


75 Proclus here anticipates 32b5—8 where Plato presents the elements as ordered in a 
proportion: ‘so that what fire is to air, air is to water, and what air is to water, water is 
to earth.’ 

For Proclus’ ‘something bonded’ (syndesmon), cf. Plato’s synedése and for ‘composite’ 
(systasis), cf. Plato’s synestésato). 

77 Diehl 52.5-8: 611 thy yeouetpiky peodTnTa 7 dva Aoyiav, as eltropev, evtatOa 


176 


TrapeAaBe kal étreonunvato—To yap ava Tov avTov Adyov éxeivns EoTiv iS1ov—dbev Kai 
avoaroyiav Ttivés Kupions éxeivnv éxdAouv. Festugiére seems right to insist that the punc- 
tuation is mistaken. The m-dashes are either unnecessary or the second one should 
follow éx&Aouv. 

Festugiére translates: ‘puisqu’aussi bien dans la Psychogonie ces autres proportions ne 
sont assumées que pour conjoindre les rapports géométriques et qu’elles sont comprises 
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H. Lexis 


1. From these... four in number 


From these and from that which is like them and four in number,'”? the 
body of the world was generated and was harmonized through 
proportion, having friendship as a result of these things, so that, having 
come together into a unity with itself, it could not be undone by anything 
other than the one by whom it was bound. (32b9-c4) 


That the tetrad'®° of the elements has proceeded primarily from the 
All-perfect Living Being — for this was [seen to be] an intelligible 
tetrad'*! — and that, because of this, all things exist in a fourfold manner 


179 


dans la médiété géométrique comme dans la médiété totale, dés 14 qu’elle seule est 
vraie proportion.’ In English: ‘since in the generation of the soul too these other 
properties are only taken up to bind together the geometric ratios, and [since they] 
are encompassed by the geometric mean as by the entire proportion, which is the only 
true proportion.’ 

This requires that we displace the word ‘geometric’. I have tried to translate more 
literally, but it is still a puzzle what it means. I think the sense must be something like 
this: geometric proportion is true proportion in the sense that it preserves the same 
ratio between the terms. In arithmetic and harmonic proportion, the same amount and 
the same part respectively are preserved (cf. Introduction pp. ro-11). Thus one might 
think that the key concepts in each of these latter proportions is already given when we 
have geometric proportion. After all, the terms that stand in this proportion will also 
exceed one another by a certain amount and their parts (i.e. their factors) are present 
in them. So the relations that are preserved in the secondary proportions are already 
implied in the presence of a geometric middle between two terms. The geometric 
middle encompasses these other kinds of proportion in the same way in which the end 
points of the Platonic geometric progressions 1, 2, 4, 8 and 1, 3, 9, 27 encompass all 
the other middle terms that Plato identifies. 

Proclus’ text of the lemma at 52.15 (& te 7) ToUTwV Kal ToloUTwV Kai Tov d&p1Ouov 
TETTAPWV TO TOU KdoVOU Opa éyevv7|On) differs from that printed in Burnet (& te 
81) TOUTAV To1IOUTaV Kal Tov &p1Oudv TeTTAPWV TO TOU KdoLOU Gdpa éyevv7|On) where 
the first kai 1s omitted. Burnet’s apparatus shows that the first hand of A and F (the 
two key witnesses for the Timaeus), a lesser manuscript, Y, and two indirect testimonia 
(Plutarch and Eusebius) do not include this first kai either. However a correcting hand 
of A, the manuscript P, and three indirect testimonia (one of whom is Proclus) do have 
this first kai. The variant seems to go back to an ancient stemma of which M is our best 
exemplum (at least in the case of the Republic). Proclus’ deliberate modelling of 53.12 
(noted by Diehl in the apparatus) is proof that at least on some points his text veered 
away from A. But at other points it sticks very closely to A. 

Cf. II. 18.14 where Proclus claims that the ‘tetrad will soon be revealed’. The tetrad or 
the numbers 1 through 4 hold a special place in the Pythagorean tradition. Cf. Sextus 
Empiricus, adv. Math. 7. 94-5. The relevant consideration in this context is that the 
numbers 1, 2, 3, 4 “contain” the decad since their sum is ro. 

At in Tim. I. 432.16 ff., Proclus correlates the All-perfect Living Being with the tetrad 
presumably on the grounds that it contains the four kinds of intelligible living things 
(Tim. 39e). The Paradigm or All-perfect Living Being belongs to the third triad within 
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(tetradikés) becomes clear, I think, from the preceding words. And also 
because generation proceeded from the monad through the dyad and 
triad to the tetrad. The cosmos is, as we have seen, the only one of its 
kind and unique [i.e. a monad]; next we discover that it is necessary that 
there is the visible and the tangible in it [i.e. two or the dyad]; next that 
since there is considerable separation between these things, some third 
thing is needed [in order to bring them together]; next we find out that 
the middle term involves two forms (dyoeides), and thus we arrive at the 
tetrad. This therefore was what the Pythagorean hymn to number said 
as well: ‘that it proceeds from the [inviolate] abyss of the Monad, until 
it should arrive at the sacred ‘Tetrad’ and this gives birth to the Decad 


which is ‘the mother of all things’.'®* The father of the Golden Verses also 


glorifies the Tetrad calling it ‘the fountain of ever-flowing Nature’."*3 


For the cosmos was ordered (kosmein) by the tetrad, which proceeded 
from the monad and triad, and it is completed at the decad in as much as 
this is inclusive of all things."*+ And that through proportion the world 
is a single existent composed out of these things — being constituted of 
these elements which are of such a kind with regard to their powers 


Being — the activity of Being (Plat. Theol. III. 52.13 ff.). The Demiurge, who first 
emerges at the level of Intellect, is correlated with the Decad. The relation between 
the Tetrad and the Decad is thus analogous to that between the Paradigm and the 
Demiurge: each contains all things, but the latter contains all things in a manner that 
is ‘more divided’. 
The Hymn to Number is sometimes attributed by Proclus to the Pythagoreans (as here), 
sometimes to Orpheus (in Remp. II. 169.25). Fragments from various sources are col- 
lected in Kern, Orph. fr: 309-17. Proclus would be untroubled by what might seem 
to us a confusion between Orphic and Pythagorean sources for this wisdom, since 
he doubtless follows Iamblichus in thinking that Pythagorean number theology was 
foreshadowed in a certain fashion in Orphic writings (VPyth. § 28. 145.14 (Klein)) - 
a view also attested in the dubious Theol. Arith. 48.7 (de Falco). Proclus accepts that 
Pythagoras was well-acquainted with Orphic philosophy (III. 168.7-18). On Neopy- 
thagorean Orphica in general, see West (1983), 29. 
This particular line is one of Proclus’ favourite quotations. It occurs here and at 
I. 316.18, II. 233.23, II. 107.14 and im Remp. II. 169.24. Cf. Syrianus in Metaph. 
106.14. I follow Festugiére in supplying éxnpétov to fill out & KevOyddvos as it does in 
the other quotations. 
"83 Golden Verses 47-8, cf. Aétius 1.3.8 (DK 58B15). It is possible that Proclus himself 
wrote a commentary on the Golden Verses. There is an Arabic manuscript that contains 
a commentary attributed to Iamblichus and another commentary attributed to Proclus. 
But it is also possible that the Proclus to whom this commentary is attributed may be 
Proclus Procleius of Laodicea. See Linley (1984), O’ Meara (1989) appendix II, and 
Westerink (1987). 
"84 Reading dtroteAcitan Sexds for dtroTeAcuTa SE Sexds at 53.8 with Kroll and Festugiére. 
Festugiére refers the reader to Hierocles’ Commentary on the Golden Verses 47 (20.14 
(KG6hler)). 
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and of such a number with regard to their quantity’®s— has been made 
sufficiently clear by the fact that Plato does not say that the body below 
the moon came to be from the four elements, but rather he says that the 
body of the universe (32a9) came to be from them. 


2. having friendship from these things... 


Now the end (fe/os) of proportion is the friendship (philia) of the cosmos 
through which it is preserved by itself through itself.'*° All that partakes 
of the friendly seeks to preserve that to which it is friendly, but all that is 
alien turns away [from the object of its enmity] and does not even want 
it to exist at all. So that which is friendly to itself is such as to preserve 
itself. Now, the cosmos is friendly to itself on account of proportion and 
sympathy, so it preserves itself. But it is also preserved by the creation, 
receiving from it an ‘unbreakable’ protection."*’ For this reason the 
Theologian calls the bond that comes from the Demiurge ‘mighty’, as 
when Night is made to say to the Demiurge: 


... when round them all a mighty bond you have strung. (Orph. fr. 166)? 


Proportion'®® gives this friendship to the universe, connecting and 


including the powers of the elements in it."°? But Universal Nature also 


185 53-10-12: & TOUTWV Te TOV OTOIXElwVv Kal TOIOUTOV KATA Tas SuvVapEls Kal TOCOUTOOV 
kat& TO Trooév, Festugiére takes te not as coordinate with kai . . . kai (which renders 
the sentence meaningless), but as coordinate with Sé in line 9. (Note that only the 
recension 5 omits 5é). On this reading the kai . . . kai clauses are in apposition with 
otorxeicov; cf. Smyth §2968. This awkward phrase seems intended to echo Plato’s rather 
odd ‘from these and from that which is like them and four in number’ (é te 81) TOUTAOV 
kal To1loUTewv Kai Tov &p16udv teTT&poov) in the preceeding lemma. 

Aristotle’s discussions of friendship associate it with proportion, but not quite in the 
way that Proclus does. In EE 1241b33, Aristotle claims that numerical or proportional 
equality generate different kinds of justice, friendship and association. An example 
of a friendship based on proportional equality is that between father and son. In EN 
1163b32, Aristotle claims that in friendships between unequals, proportion equalizes 
the parties and preserves the friendship. 

Cf. in Tim. I. 84.3 and 157.4. 

West (1983, 237) translates this line and its context (frs. 165-6) as follows. Night 
answered: 
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Catch all in infinite aither round about, 

therein the sky, the boundless earth, the sea, 

and therein all the encircling signs of heaven. 
When you have strung a firm bond round them all, 
to the aither fasten then a golden chain. 


Proclus refers to these fragments frequently. Cf. I. 207.9, 314.5, 315-13, I. 24.27, 
112.6, 256.20. 
Festugiére proposes to read tavtnv 81) <8é codd.> thv piAiav 14 TravTi SiSe01 pév Kal 
4 &vadoyia etc, on the grounds that this line in effect restates the claim at 53.13. This 
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gives [this friendship], engendering sympathy and the harmony of oppo- 
sites. But prior to this, Soul [gives friendship], weaving a single life of 
the cosmos and bringing all the parts of the whole into a shared har- 
mony. And even prior to this, Intellect [brings about cosmic friendship], 
creating in it order, perfection and a single connection. And even prior 
to the intellectual essence, the single divinity of the universe and all the 
gods allotted to the cosmos are originative (prokatarchesthai) of the unifi- 
cation found in it. And even prior to the many, the One Demiurge. And 
this greatest and most perfect bond which the father throws all around 
the cosmos is productive of friendship and of harmonious association 
between the things in it — ‘the bond of Love, heavy with fire’ as the 
Chaldean Oracles say. 


For after he thought his works, the self-generated Paternal Intellect sowed the 
bond of Love, heavy with fire, into all things. 


And the reason they give for this is: 


In order that the All might continue to love for an unlimited time and the things 
woven by the intellectual light of the Father might not collapse. 


And through this love, all things have been joined to one another: 


With this love, the elements [or stars, stoicheia] of the world remain on course. 
(Or. Chald. 39)*°° 


Therefore the elements — the cosmic'®° ones that is — have been bound 
and have friendship, and this friendship is indissoluble through an unlim- 
ited time by virtue of the will of the Father. But if, even prior to this, 
one were to consider the hypercosmic cause of the friendship, you would 
discover this too is glorified by the theologians, for the Demiurge has 
brought forth Aphrodite in order that her beauty might shine forth and 
bring order, harmony and communion to all the things within the cos- 
mos. And he also brought forth as her attendent Eros, who makes a one 
from the wholes. But he has in himself the cause of Eros, for 


Counsel is the first creator and Eros of many delights. (Orph. fr. 168, v. 9) 


has some merit. More importantly, he notes that kai should not convey the sense of 
‘also’ if this line is not making a new point. Proclus inserts an extra kai when he begins 
a list where additional items in the list also do what the first item in the list does. In 
this instance, Nature, Soul and Intellect also confer friendship upon the universe. 

19° "Trans. Majercik (1989). Lewy (1956, 127) argues that Proclus misconstrues this oracle 
for his own purposes. The word stoicheia here refers to the stars, not the elements. 
He does it in the Republic commentary as well (in Remp. II. 306.1). Lewy thinks that 
Olympiodorus gets it right, however (in Phd. 239.3 = Majercik 62). 
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Hence it is reasonable that he is the cause of friendship and agree- 
ment among the things he has created. And perhaps in view of this fact, 
Pherecydes said that Zeus had changed into Eros when about to create, 
for the reason that, having established the cosmos out of contraries, he 
brought them into agreement and friendship and implanted sameness in 
all things as well as unification which is distributed thoughout the whole 
(Pherecydes, fr. 3).'7 


3. it could not be undone by anything. . . 


On account of these factors, and also through the one who has made 
it, the cosmos is indissoluble.'%* For how can it be that what generates 
all things by its very being should be the cause of corruption for all 
things? Especially in view of the fact that corruption takes place either 
when a thing is corrupted (1) by the matter or (2) by the form or (3) 
by the thing that made it. And each of these, in turn, takes place in two 
ways. For in the case where a thing is corrupted through what made 
it, it is either (3a) because the creator was weak (as in the case of par- 
tial nature) or (3b) because its mind has changed (as in the case of the 
partial soul). But in the case where a thing is corrupted through form, 
either (2a) it was not well put together from the beginning or (2b) it 
has been dissolved through the passage of time. In cases where a thing is 
corrupted through matter, either (1a) it comes from within through hay- 
ing matter that lacks symmetry or (1b) from without by enduring some 
force. 193 


191 ‘Translation after Kirk, Raven and Schofield (1995). Kirk, Raven and Schofield are 
rightly sceptical of the evidential value of Proclus’ claim about Pherecydes’ reasons 
for thinking that Zeus changed into Eros. Pherecydes was a theogonist of the sixth 
century Bc. Porphyry’s VPyth. 56 asserts that Pythagoras was a pupil of Pherecydes 
and came to care for him when he was ill. Whether or not we regard this as plauisble, 
Proclus is likely to have considered Pherecydes to hold views that were consonant with 
Pythagoreanism and Orphism. In any event, even Proclus concedes that Pherecydes 
is ‘enigmatic’ (in Tim. I. 129.16). 

‘9 Festugiére poses the sensible question: ‘Why does Proclus credit two factors in the 
world’s indestructibility?’ On the one hand, there is the innate friendship or association 
between the elements that make it up. This means that it preserves itself (53.19). But 
there is also (kai) the ‘will of the father’ (54.17). 

In fact, there is a third explanation for why the cosmos is everlasting and indissoluble: 
the fact that there is nothing outside it (59.24—61.13). At 59.10-24 we learn that this is 
the material cause for its everlasting chararcter. The philia that the cosmos has for itself 
is, I believe, the formal cause. Note that the analogia which gives rise to the cosmos’ 
friendship with itself is equated with form at 55.20. 

193 Cf. de Aet., argument 6. 
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There are thus six ways in which corruption can come about, and 
Plato eliminates all of these possibilities in the case of the cosmos. For the 
cosmos is not corrupted by its (3) maker in either of the ways considered. 
(3a) It cannot be on account of [any lack in] his power to put it together 
because the Demiurge is the best possible [maker], and weakness has 
neither place nor reason to exist in him, since he rules the universe with 
‘implacable powers’ (2.7 above). (3b) Nor is it corrupted because he has 
changed his mind, because he does not decide one thing [at one time] and 
another [thing at another],'°* and moreover because to decide to destroy 
that which is finely and well put together belongs to what is evil, but the 
Demiurge is good and the universe is finely put together. It would come 
to much the same then for the Demiurge to decide that the universe 
should not exist and that the Demiurge should not himself be good. (2) 
Nor [is it possible that the universe be corrupted] through its form, for 
the cosmos has been joined together through proportion and is one and 
perfect. On account of its harmony, the form dominates, and through 
its wholeness and unity’?> it will never be discordant or divided. (1) Nor 
[can the universe undergo corruption] through its matter, for (1a) the 
proportion annuls the internal asymmetry and (1b) the uniqueness rules 
out any external force. Therefore the universe is in no way capable of 
being destroyed. 


4. other than the one through whom it was bound 


But then why does Plato go on and add the words ‘except by the one 
who bound it’ (32b4)? It is obvious that in all cases the power to destroy 
a thing belongs to the one who binds it together, and you could assume 
from this that the cosmos was created [in this way] so that it has sub- 
sistence only from another cause.'%° For just as there is no destruction 
of it other than by the one who generated it, so too there is no creation 
of it other than from the one who bound it, ‘binding’ implying (as we 
have said) that it has the causal power to loose what has been bound. 


"94 Cf. de Aet., argument 16. It is impossible for the will of the Demiurge to change since 
the Demiurge is outside time. 

95 Reading Gvwow with P and Festugiére for the pivwow found in MQ and Diehl. As 
Festugiére points out, if the issue is the uniqueness of the universe, then the argument 
in case (2) doesn’t seem different from the argument in case (1b). In any case, it is 
unclear how the reply considered here covers destruction through not being well put 
together or through the procession of time as separate cases. Presumably the cosmos 
is so well put together that the passage of time doesn’t matter at all. 

Unlike the soul (ET 189), the world-body or the composite of world-body and soul is 
not self-constituted (authypostatos). As such, it is not imperishable considered in itself 
(ET 46). 
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But the statement has another implication too. For the universe is inde- 
structible by everything except the one who bound it, for to him it is 
not indestructible — it would be for him the work of a moment. Quite 
the contrary though, it is bound by him through all eternity (diaiéniés). 
Therefore it is as if Plato said that the one who has scientific knowl- 
edge is immune to mistake (aparalogistos) in every way except intellect, 
since he is not immune to mistake by intellect. But it is not enough for 
intellect not to lead into error: really it should make the soul wise.'97 
In the same way the cosmos is not indestructible for him who bound it, 
but it is actually all the more bound by him on account of this. While to 
others it is indestructible, it belongs to him not merely to refrain from 
destroying, but rather to hold the cosmos together, just as it belongs to 
the sun to illuminate things and not merely to fail to darken them, for 
this latter capacity is had by other things as well. 


III. The third gift of the Demiurge: a whole of wholes 


The composition of the world took up the entirety of each [lit. ‘one 
whole each’] of the four elements. The builder built it from all the [kinds 
of] fire, water, air and earth there are, and left no part or power of any of 
them external to it. (32c5-8)'% 


A. Theoria 


These words relate to what we said earlier (50.16) — that Plato knew 
that there are many different [grades of] fire and water and the other 
elements, out of a// of which the cosmos has been composed. This is 
the third demiurgic gift to the cosmos. So we ought not to be surprised 
if he leaves the highest grades of the four elements in the heavens, the 
middle grades in the region below the moon and the final dregs in the 
region below the earth (49.12), distributing the elements in a manner 
analogous to the three demiurges, referring these to Zeus, Poseidon and 
Pluto respectively." For in each case, the whole of them is received and 
the universe is [composed] out of all of each one. [This is so] whether 


197 Reading GAAG ppevodv with Q rather than dAA& Kai ppevoi with Diehl at 56.6. I take 
&pxei as an impersonal verb governing the accusative plus infinitive. It is possible to 
suppose that the second clause turns around and uses the indicative, in which case the 
sense would be ‘whereas in fact what it does is make the soul wise’. 

Here again (cf. n. 168) the lemma is translated according to Proclus’ understanding of 
it, though it is perhaps not the most natural interpretation of what Plato has actually 
written. 

199 Festugiere refers us to in Tim. I. 74.15. The three demiurges are not named in this 

passage, but see in Crat. 148. 
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you speak about the first and celestial fire, or the middle [gradation 
of fire] or the final and discordant kind which is merely tinged with 
certain fiery qualities. For whatever we suppose discord and disorder 
to be, each of the elements below the earth surely manifests this sort 
of nature. This is because when creation proceeds, after a short while 
it tails off into that which is unordered (to akosméton) and that which 
participates in order to the least degree. These things, then, are all 
cleared up. 

We say that when Plato writes that the builder left no part or power 
of any of them external to it there are two different things at issue. 
A part of one of the elements is of the same sort of substance as the 
whole element of which it is a portion, but a power completes each of the 
elements. So, a part of [the totality of] fire is fire, but a single power is 
one of the many defining features of fire — the power of movement or 
the power of sharpness or the power of tenuousness. From these powers 
there results one single fire, and all the [kinds of] fire and all the powers 
of fire and of the other elements are included in the cosmos.*°° 


1. Problem: Plato’s teaching and the Chaldean Oracles 


How about this? Suppose there were someone prompted by foreign 
theosophy who divides all things into an empyrian region, an aethe- 
rial region and a material one, and calls only the visible region ‘mate- 
rial’.*°' [This person might ask:] ‘What shall we say about firma- 
ments (steredmata) above the world, whether it is necessary to call them 
Olympian or empyrian or aetherial?’ Well, perhaps it will be enough 
to say that even if these firmaments are not made out of the four ele- 
ments, it is nonetheless true that there is no part of the four elements 
outside (exo) the universe — or rather let us say external (exothen), as Plato 
says. For ‘external’ is more emphatic since it makes clear the force that 


209 Festugiére notes that 1&v mp at 57.8 is intended in the same way as trupds TravTds 
at 50.17. Proclus is keen to argue that Plato means that the cosmos includes the total 
quantity of the four elements, as well as every gradation of them. 

20 ‘The ‘foreign theosophy’ in question is the Chaldean Oracles, cf. Lewy (1956), Excursus 
I. The Oracles divide the universe into three regions, as Proclus says. The Empyrian 
is regarded as an intelligible realm and is physically associated with the outermost of 
the world circles. The Aetherial is identified with the fixed stars and the planets while 
the sublunary realm is called ‘material’. Assigned to each of these regions are Rulers. 
Among other functions, these Rulers play a role in theurgic practice. Hence Proclus 
later calls the one assigned to the Aetherial region ‘Ruler of Souls’ (psychokratér) and 
‘Ruler of Mysteries’ (teletarchés). For more detail on this aspect of the Oracles, see 
Lewy 137-57. Proclus further integrates these Chaldean entities into his own ontol- 
ogy, identifying the Te/etarchés with the third triad of the intelligible and intellectual 
order. 
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these elements would exert against the cosmos if they were not within it 
but acted upon it from the outside. For the elements in question are also 
fiery and are included within the whole cosmos. And once again it is true 
that none of the fire is external to the universe, but rather the universe 
includes as much as there is of it, whatever sort or quantity there might 
be,*°* and the account given by Timaeus is entirely true. 

But for what reason, someone might ask, does Plato establish the 
universe beginning from the inerrant sphere? *° It is because it belongs to 
the physical theorist to generate accounts of the things that are visible or, 
more generally, things that are apprehended by the senses. But perhaps 
he very reasonably brought only these things to mind since only [the 
visible realm] falls within the scope of Demiurgic creation. For of these 
firmaments, the first is zoogonic (that is, life-giving), the second relates 
to the Father, but the material realm is Demiurgic. As the Ozucles say: 


For the First Transcendent Fire does not enclose its own Power in matter by 
means of works, but by Intellect. For Intellect derived from Intellect is the 
Craftsman of the fiery cosmos. (Or. Chald. fr. 5)°°+ 


Unless maybe one ought to say this [in response to the current puzzle]: 
that Plato has produced the Soul in proportion to the aetherial region, 
but the Intellect in proportion to the empyrian region. It is on account 
of this fact that he says that the Soul has been composed from three parts 
(35a6, 3744), while the Intellect is impartible. For the aetherial region 
is also threefold, and the Ruler of Souls who rides upon the aetherial is 
Ruler of Mysteries (Teletarchés).*°5 And the empyrian region is one and 
is intellectual by virtue of its substance (ousia), as we have had it related. 
But we must look into these matters afterwards, for they involve many 
puzzles about the manner in which they accord with the teachings of 
Plato.*°° For now let us pass on to the next words. 


202 Deleting the second occurrence of 16 T&v in line 22: dA’ 6Aov Scov éoTi Trepiéxel TO 
Trav, olov <dv> 7 Kal do0v {1d Trav}. 

2°3 The unwandering or inerrant (aplanés) sphere is the sphere of the fixed stars, identified 
with the circle of the Same in the coming psychogony. Festugiére points out that this 
aporia depends on the previous one: if there really are firmaments above the sphere of 
the fixed stars, why does Plato not start with them? 

204 ‘Trans. Majercik (1989). Cf. Lewy (1956), 113. 205 Cf. n. 200 above. 

206 The Suda attributes a work entitled ‘On the agreement of Orpheus, Pythagoras and 
Plato with the books of the Chaldeans’ to Proclus. It also attributes such a work to 
Syrianus. It is possible that Proclus’ version is simply Syrianus’ text with additional 
scholia. See Dodds (1963), xiv. 
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B. Theoria 


Thinking these things through,’’’ he intended first, that as a living thing 
it should be as whole as possible and complete, made up of complete 
parts. Second that it should be just one universe, in that nothing would be 
left over? from which another one just like it could be made. Third, that 
it should not get old and diseased. He realized that when heat or cold or 
anything else that possesses strong powers surrounds a created body 
from outside and attacks it, it destroys that body prematurely, introduces 
disease and old age upon it and so causes it to waste away. (32c8—33a6) 


1. Exposition 


Plato provides three reasons why none of the elements remains outside 
the universe. I sum them up as follows: its completeness (teleiotés), its 
singularity (enotés) and its sempiternity (aidiotés). All these terms are 
convertible with respect to the subject.*°? If the universe is complete, 
then there is nothing external to it. (For the complete is that which 
has all its parts and the things that fill it out within itself.) [And the 
converse,] if there is nothing outside the universe, it is complete. (For 
that which has received all things is complete.) Next, if the cosmos is 
single, there is nothing outside of it. (If there were something outside it, 
another cosmos would come about — for why should it be the case that 
a cosmos has come about from these elements here, but one would not 
likewise come about from those external elements? [And the converse, ] if 
there is nothing outside the cosmos, the cosmos is single. And in the 
final case, if the universe is everlasting, there is no body external to it 
homogeneous with the elements in it. If there were something, then in 
attacking it, [the external body] would distress and dissolve the universe — 
for being external, it would be alien to the cosmos; and being alien, it 
would trouble the universe. Moreover, if there is nothing external to 


207 Again, the lemma is translated as Proclus understands it. One would ordinarily render 
de Siavonfeis as something like ‘his intentions were as follows’. But at 61.15 Proclus 
will claim that Plato consciously adverts to the discursive character of the Demiurge’s 
thinking, contrasting it with the ‘simple conception’ (81 éqAf\s étmBoAsjs) which is a 
product of nous rather than dianoia. 

Proclus has UrroAeAeippévov here and again at 62.9 while the OCT of Plato prints 
UtroAeAeiuuéveov. When Proclus reprises the lemma a second time at 62.18, he uses 
UTTOAEAEILUEVOOV. 

Proclus’ argument suggests that the predicates ‘is complete’, ‘is single’, ‘is perpetual’ 
and ‘is such that nothing is outside it’ stand in a particular relation to the subject, 
the universe. One is predicable of it if and only if all the others are. Ross (1965) 
distinguishes six senses of ‘conversion’ in Aristotle’s logic (ad An. Pr. 25a6). Proclus’ 
use here suggests that he is thinking of the conversion of terms. 
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it, the cosmos is everlasting, for it will have no destructive agent (to 
phthartikon). 

The true explanation’’® of the uniqueness, sempiternity and com- 
pleteness of the world was earlier derived from the Paradigm.*'’ For 
the Paradigm was all-perfect (pantelés), uniform (mmonoeidés) and eternal 
(aionios). It has the second of these features on account of the One- 
Being, through which it is the only one of its kind (to monogenes).*"* It is 
by virtue of the Eternal that it possesses the property of being everlast- 
ing (to aidion). But it is perfect or complete on account of the fact that it 
includes all the forms of the Intelligible Living Beings. This remaining 
feature is the defining feature of the All-perfect Living Being. So there 
is the all-perfect cause of completeness, the uniform cause of unique- 
ness and the eternal cause of sempiternity — since every productive cause 
produces an effect (to deuteron) similar to itself, and especially if it should 
create in accordance with its essence (kat’ ousian) and if it should possess 
its essential activity. 

But at the same time each of these [properties] is also shown to follow 
from these things in as much as they are material causes. For if there is 
nothing outside the universe, if it has gathered together all the parts that 
are akin to it, <it is one, if... >*'3 it is perfect and it is everlasting. 
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2. Problem: Why infer the absence of things external to the 
cosmos from the fact that it is everlasting? 


But someone might raise the following puzzle: how is that Plato attempts 
to infer that nothing has been left outside the universe from the fact that 


21° Festugiére refers to I. 440.26 for another example of this sense of hypommnésis. 

tt Cf. I. 441.21 ff: ‘All of the paradigms exist in monadic and eternal essences, and 
the superior parts of the universe imitate their causes to the highest degree and in 
every respect have become most like their models — in respect of their singularity (to 
monadikon), their being, and their eternity etc. .. .’ The features that Forms possess qua 
Forms (eternity, uniqueness, perfection) can, in the highest elements of the cosmos, 
themselves become determining characteristics that are imitated. 

The One-Being (to hen on) refers to the subject introduced in the second hypothesis 
of the Parmenides. Proclus and Syrianus regard it as the monad of the level of Being. 
The Paradigm, from which we are here told that the cosmos derives its uniqueness, 
is the final member of a triad whose first terms are the One-Being and Eternity (in 
Tim. III. 15.11-16.1). Note that in the passage before us here, the Paradigm derives 
features from both of these previous terms, while it has its defining characteristic in 
its own possession of all the forms of living beings. These forms, of course, are four in 
number (Tim. 39e). So we are once again presented with the decad. Cf. n. 180 above. 
This is the first reference in Book 3 to the One-Being. In Book 1, Proclus discusses its 
position in the procession from the one relative to to aei on or ‘what which always is’. 
Cf. I. 230.10 ff. 


213 Diehl marks a lacuna of several words here. év éom1 is supplied from the recensio vulgata. 
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it is everlasting? For there are other things that are everlasting, and yet 
there is something outside of them,*'* as, for example, in the case of the 
heavenly bodies. 

One should say that in the case of the heavens, the other things are 
both outside and not outside. On the one hand, in as much as they are 
naturally separated from them, they are outside. But on the other, in as 
much as they stand in a relation of sympathy to them and are encom- 
passed with them by a single nature because they are the most proper 
parts, the other things are not outside the heavens. But if there were 
anything really outside the universe, it would be outside in an isolated 
fashion (7on6s), having no relation of sympathy to the cosmos but having 
an alien existence and would have been deprived of the life in the cosmos 
and cut off by the intervening void. 

But surely if someone were puzzled about the psychic vehicles — how 
they are impassive with respect to the elements here below when they 
do not rule over them as do the divine bodies — we will have to reply that 
they would be affected by them if they were similar to the elements out 
of which the vehicles have been composed. But as it is, since they have 
been composed of other things, they remain indissoluble according to our 
hypothesis. But at the same time they are not entirely impassive, but as 
material bodies get stuck onto them, they wreck their natural motions 
and they are moved in an unharmonious fashion. On account of the 
material bodies that have stuck to them, they cannot move in a circle, 
but neither are they able to move ina straight line on account of their own 
nature. And surely it is from this that Plato calls the revolutions within 
us perturbed (47c1) — not only on account of the psychic movements, but 
also through the motions of the [psychic] vehicles, that is, such motions 
as arise out of the adherence of these bodies to them. 

If therefore, the universe is everlasting and if it should be regarded 
as always in a natural state, then it is requisite that there should be 
nothing outside it. For since this thing would be entirely alien to the 
universe, then in striking against it from without, it would be a cause of its 
destruction (59.7 above). One would also be able to assert the converse: 


14 Proclus has argued that if there were anything external to the universe, the universe 
would not be perpetual. He now considers two perpetually existing things which do 
nonetheless have something external to them: the heavenly bodies (which at least have 
the things here below separate from them, if not external to them) and the vehicles 
of the souls’ descent into bodies. His solution to the first objection is that the things 
here below are not outside the heavenly bodies in the same way in which something 
outside the cosmos would be outside of it. Festugiére thinks that Proclus’ response to 
the second problem is that the astral bodies are composed of gradations of the elements 
distinct from those that are here below, and though they may trouble them, their action 
external to these bodies cannot dissolve them. 
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that ‘in order that the universe might be everlasting’ is the conclusion, 
and the middle term and cause of this is that there is nothing outside the 
universe. For because there is nothing outside the universe, nothing is 
capable of introducing destruction to it as something alien. As a result, 
it is everlasting. While this is the cause of sempiternity to the universe, it 
is not a cause whereby the parts of the universe are everlasting. Rather 
in their case something else is the cause of indestructibility; for example, 
the fact of having been instituted by the one Demiurge. For to all things 
simpliciter, he is the cause of immortality. So it turns out that the universe 
is indestructible to a greater degree, since it is so through the Demiurge 
and also through there being nothing outside the universe. And in this 
way it is also possible to infer the converse propositions with respect to 
the other predicates too. For example, that since there is nothing outside 
the universe, it is one of a kind — so that the universe may be one of a kind 
from three reasons: on account of the Paradigm; on account of including 
all the matter there is; and on account of there being one Demiurge. And 
[in the other case] that the universe is all-perfect because it has grasped 
everything. 

Each of these things then is clear. But in the case of the converse 
propositions to these (for example where the proposition is ‘if the uni- 
verse is one of a kind, then there is nothing outside it’) once again there is 
the same objection as before (59.24) and it is resolved in the same way — 
it is assumed that the universe is one of a kind in a transcendent way, 
which involves the existence of no other thing.*') But if it is perfectly 
complete, it has nothing outside it and [the argument] ‘if the universe is 
complete, there will be nothing outside it’ is not true in an unqualified 
way (autothen) except in the case of the universe. And if this were so, the 
particular demonstrations would be like this: 


1. The universe is one of a kind. If it is one of a kind, then it could 
have nothing outside itself out of which another such as it could 
come to be. 

2. The universe is indissoluble. Ifit is indissoluble, then nothing alien 
to the things out of which it is made could be external to it. 

3. The universe is all-perfect (pantelés). If it is all-perfect, then there 
is nothing outside it, for what is all perfect has nothing left out. For 
this reason Aristotle*’° also says that the universe alone is perfect 


215 The universe differs from the example of the heavenly bodies in as much as the existence 
of, say, one heavenly body presupposes some further things in the heavens of which it 
is a part. 

216 Diehl tentatively suggests Cael. 268a20. The general principle about perfect wholes 
and incomplete parts seems endorsed by the remark about the construction of the 
temple at EN 1174a25. 
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or complete (fe/eios), but all the things in it are incomplete, since 
they are [only] parts of the universe. 


These are the matters, as one might summarily say, about which Plato 
has given us an account. But if you are willing, let us carry on to consider 
particular words themselves. 


C. Lexis 


By the words ‘thinking these things through’ Plato adverts to the 
fact that the thinking in the Demiurge is divided into moments, call- 
ing it ‘discursive thought’ (dianoia cf. Rep. 511d), since he takes it up 
discursively and not through a simple conception (di’ haples epiboleés). 
The splitting of causal accounts into many parts,*’’ is the function of 
discursive thought, but the function of intellect is to apprehend what 
is uniform and to grasp all things in a single act of intuitive thought. 
Making himself the herald of the causes antecedently comprehended 
within the Demiurge, Plato has ascribed his own discursive think- 
ing to the uniform intuitive thought of the former. Surely the Oracles 
also call the divisible intellections (meristas noéseis) of the Demiurge 
discursive thought (dianoia) in what follows: 


After the Paternal thoughts (dianoia), 
I, the Soul, am situated, animating the All with my heat. 
(Or. Chald. 53) 


But the words ‘as whole as possible’ and ‘complete and made of com- 
plete parts’ liken the cosmos to the wholeness (ho/otés) that is intellec- 
tual and to the totality (pantotés) that is intelligible. For the parts are 
said with reference to the whole and are not complete on their own, 
but have the completeness such as parts may have, while being deprived 
of perfection or completeness in the absolute sense. But the universe is 
strictly said to be a whole — for the whole that exists in the manner of a 
whole (holikés) is one thing, but the part that exists in a whole manner 
is another. The whole that exists partially (merikés) is yet a third thing. 
And last of all is the part that exists in a partial way.*'® The universe is a 


717 61.17-18: TO TroAUOyI8és Tddv Tis aitias dro Aoyloudv Siavoias épyov éoti. One is 
tempted to translate ‘the calculation of causal chains’. 

218 At in Tim. I. 310.15 ff. this fourfold distinction is applied to creative responsibilities 
of the Demiurge and the subordinate partial fathers. Proclus claims to be reporting 
Syrianus’ views on the identity of the Demiurge, but it is unclear that the vocabulary 
of bolikés and merikés is his. The closest parallel outside Proclus’ writings occurs in 
Porphyry’s Sentences 22. The distinction certainly comes to the fore when Proclus is 
discussing the Demiurge’s activity, cf. Plat. Theol. V. 42.17 ff. The only point at which 
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whole that exists in the manner of a whole, in as much as it is ‘a whole 
composed out of wholes’ (33a7). But each of the [heavenly] spheres is a 
part that exists wholly according to a secondary form of wholeness. The 
partial living things are wholes only partially, for a third form of whole- 
ness is present in them, but along with the defining feature of what is 
partial. Finally, the parts of partial living things are parts that exist in 
a partial fashion, for they are only parts [and not wholes in any way 
at all]. 

The words ‘in that nothing would be left over from which another 
one just like it might be made’ is an account of the cause in virtue of 
which the cosmos is unique — that is, of the material cause (59.2). For if 
there were anything of this sort left outside, another cosmos greater or 
smaller than this one might be made out of it. For the Demiurge would 
surely not send this extra-cosmic material forth unordered (akosmétos) 
since he decided all things should be good and nothing bad (30a1). But 
if the cosmos is one in number, there is nothing such as it was generated 
out of left over outside it. 

Perhaps Plato adds this as well because of the heavenly bodies and 
unique things (ta monadika) generally. For the heavenly spheres are 
unique things, there being nothing else left over outside them from 
which any more like them could be made. Each has been composed out 
of those things which, by their magnitude, power and number, are pro- 
ductive only of the heavenly spheres and nothing else. For this reason, 
they are said to be unique — because only from such things can the heav- 
ens be made and from these things only the heavens and nothing else 
can be made.*'? Nor is any other of the simple bodies entirely such as 


the contrast is invoked in ET is at 158, 12-15. Here Proclus provides one meaning 
equivalence: each of the particular intellects discussed in 170 is all the others ‘in one 
aspect’ (kath’ hen). This is the same thing as specifically (merikés). So, ‘the whole is 
in this sense contained in each specifically, being delimited by some specific aspect 
which dominates the entire content of a specific intelligence (ET 180, 7-8, trans. 
Dodds: 16 &pa SAov obTas éotiv év ExdoT@ TOUTOV YEPIKds, KaO’ Ev TI TV YEPIKCYV 
émrikpatouv év Tois THO d&@opiCivevov). It is unclear whether such a relatively tech- 
nical meaning can be extended to all treatments of the contrast in Proclus’ Timaeus 
commentary. Cf. I. 5.19, 39.32, 79.4, 244.27, 270.29, 310.16, II. 26.27, 236.20, 239.32, 
II. 193.22. 

219 T cannot think of any English sentence that captures the double use of ydvos and 
connects Proclus’ explanation to the word monadic: 816 kai povadike AéyeTai, 81671 &k 
Ldvoov éxeiveov Udvov ouvéoTtnkev (62.21-2). Why does Proclus think that unique and 
perpetual entities like the heavenly spheres are such that (a) nothing else could be made 
from the material that makes them up and (b) they can only be made from the material 
that makes them up? One suspects that the reasons may be something akin to those 
offered for the eternity of the world in de Caelo I. 12. If it were possible for the material 
from which the heavenly bodies are composed to enter into any configuration other 
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to be able to be the element of each of these [heavenly bodies]. And 
this was [in keeping with] the highmindedness of Plato: that one thing 
is only destroyed by what has been placed around it on the condition 
that what surrounds it is composed out of the same sort of stuff as the 
former thing is. Thus, there will be as many different sorts of fire, and 
each of the other elements, as there are unique things out of which the 
universe is composed. And the Demiurge established just as many forms 
of simple bodies as the number of composites he intends to introduce, 
in order that all of them will bring about the completion of some par- 
ticular single thing and so that nothing else may be generated out of 
them. 

The words that it should not get old or diseased have an obvious 
explanation. For disease arises from the asymmetry of what is intro- 
duced —- with this or that [foreign] thing assimilating itself to this or 
that organ and destroying the proportion between that part and the 
remaining parts from which we will then be composed. Through this, 
an excess and deficiency of the humours insinuates itself. And old 
age follows on the weakness of our nature when it has fought against 
many external things and has spent itself in contest after contest, just 
as Plato says (81d) in what follows. For these things are not without 
effort — the digestion and assimilation of nourishment, purgation, and 
all such natural functions. And you may further assume from these con- 
siderations that the Demiurge possesses the font of the Paeonian**® 
series since he brings it about that the cosmos is free from illness and 
age. For it is requisite for the health that truly is to be prior to the 
generated kind of health, this being in a singular manner (smondés).*****" 
Such is the case with the health of the universe. For generally if health 
is the cause of symmetry among the elements, it is necessary that 
health be present in the highest degree in the universe in which the 


than that which they presently have, then in an infinite amount of time this would 
have occurred. So the monadic bodies are the only things that can be composed from 
their constitutents. Similarly, if anything else were capable of constituting another 
heavenly body, it too would have to be perpetual since anything of the same sort as 
a heavenly body must be perpetual. But if it existed perpetually and were capable of 
constituting another heavenly body, it would have done so. So there is nothing else that 
could compose any additional heavenly body. In addition, the Demiurge’s goodness 
and excellence as a craftsman may also imply that the material that he uses for each of 
the heavenly bodies is “just right”. That is, it is the kind of material uniquely suited to 
make only that which he “makes” from it. Cf. 62.12-14. 

From the association of paeans with healing, cf. iad 1.473. This ‘series’ descending 
from a divine source will have its terminus in the art of the doctor; cf. in Remp. IL. 
118.10, 153.26 and Olympiodorus in Phd. 7.4.5. 

221 Kroll marks a lacuna at line 12. 
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symmetry of all the elements is present to the highest degree. So it 
turns out that the font of this condition is primarily located in the 
Demiurge. 

It seems that there is one kind of health that pertains to the fac- 
tors that come together in the constitution of any composite (which 
is a sort of creative or demiurgic health). The other is a health that is 
restorative of an existing [constitution], whether this [constitution] is 
one that is already secure, or is in the process of dissolution. In the one 
case, where there are indissoluble bonds, the connection is preserved; 
but in the other case, where the bonds are soluble, it is destroyed. For 
the indissoluble structures require renewing (as they and their power 
are limited) and they are renewed from the things that have unlimited 
power. In the present passage, the Demiurge’s providential care for the 
universe — a care which ensures that it may be free from disease — coin- 
cides with the composition of the universe. But the providence discussed 
in the Statesman (273e) — where the God takes the tiller of the uni- 
verse again and corrects the afflictions of the previous cycle — this prov- 
idence is a paradigm of the second kind of health, that of the renewing 
kind. 

For this reason, the theologians (Orph. fr. 202, Kern) refer one kind of 
health to Asclepius, namely all the forms of mending what is contrary to 
nature — whether this mending repulses what is contrary to nature for- 
ever or only for a time. But the theologians make another sort of health 
prior to Asclepius. It is established together with the creation of objects 
and they derive this health from Persuasion and Love. Because the uni- 
verse arises from Intellect and Necessity, as Plato says (48a), Intellect 
persuades Necessity and Necessity has been reverted upon Intellect in 
order that it may direct all things toward what is better. It is obvious 
from these things that the universe possessed this health naturally from 
the moment of its composition by virtue of the persuasion exercised by 
Intellect and by the reversion (epistrophé) of Necessity upon Intellect. 
Whatever the case, the Demiurge, as is clear from this, contains the font 
of health — health of both the Asclepian and creative kinds. So much, 
then, for these issues. 

‘The words created body, [in the lemma where Plato says that when 
heat or cold or anything else that possesses strong powers surrounds 
a created body, indicate the fact that] the composite is also moved by 
something other than itself. That which moves itselfis such as to preserve 
itself. But in the case of that which is moved by another, it is requisite 
that it not be interfered with by something else moving differently, and 
of course the universe, in so far as it is a body, is something moved by 
another thing. 
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Furthermore, Plato has assumed heat and cold as exam- 
ples of effective things with strong powers. The former brings about 
destruction through cutting things up, but the latter through violent 
freezing. 

The word prematurely makes clear the asymmetry and the lack of 
aptitude (anepitédeiotés) that results from asymmetry, and also relates to 
that which comes about spontaneously. For to those who leave something 
outside the universe, it seems fitting to entrust to chance and spontaneity 
the question of what things will befall bodies.*** 

It might seem that when he says that hot and cold, by surrounding 
a body from outside and attacking it, would make the body sick and 
destroy it, Plato agrees with the view that the capacity to be heated or 
cooled belongs to the cosmos generally.**3 For if it would not undergo 
anything of this sort were it surrounded by heat or cold, it would not 
be affected in any way by them. But he does not say that the cosmos 
will be affected by the things that surround it, but universally that every 
composite body is affected in so far as what is outside it is similar to 
what is inside it, and what it is made from. So if it were made of hot 
and cold, it would be affected by these things. But if it were made of 
other things that have strong powers, it would be affected by those. If 
they were opposites to the things from which the body has been com- 
posed, then because they are opposites, it would make the composite 
body that it attacks decay. But if, on the other hand, the body and what 
surrounds it were similar, it would dissolve the ratio according to which 
the body is composed by virtue of adhering to the similar [ingredient] 
within it. Since he is talking about every composite body it was reason- 
able that he was reminded of the case of heat and cold, since these are 
things that are familiar to everyone. For there exists some composite of 


22 Those who leave something outside are perhaps the Epicureans — though one might 
have expected Proclus to say ‘those who leave something outside the cosmos’ rather 
than exo tou pantos. (Or perhaps Proclus has in mind no specific view at all. Cf. Phlb. 
28d5.) According to the Epicureans, our cosmos is one among many falling through 
the infinite void. It is not made by the gods for any purpose. Spontaneity is defined by 
Aristotle as the kind of coming to be in which there is an external cause, but it does not 
operate for the sake of anything (Phys. 197b18). In his remarks on the Epicureans at I. 
262.8 ff., Proclus seems to define the spontaneous as that which altogether lacks a cause. 
Perhaps he has in mind the notion that the initial collisions that spark offa cosmos occur 
due to the swerve, cf. Lucretius 2.216—50. However the way in which the concept of 
spontaneity is deployed in the argument at I. 356.30 seems consonant with Aristotle’s 
sense of the term. Proclus’ successors are certainly attuned to the difference. For a 
sophisticated argument against the claim that the world is the product of spontaneity, 
see Simplicius in Phys. 354.1 ff. 

thermantos means capable of being heated in Aristotle, Phys. 224a30. Cf. Philoponus, 
in DA 477.12 for a similar exposition of psykton. 
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these things and it is familiar to all, and for this reason and in as much 
as these things are familiar, he has reminded us. But since it is not the 
case that every composite is made of these things, in what follows he 
has added the remaining words and universally anything else that pos- 
sesses strong powers, even if they are not forms of heat or cold. For 
it is necessary that a// physical bodies have physical powers in virtue of 
which they will be able to act according to their nature (kata physin). 
If therefore the cosmos were surrounded by a body, this body would 
be either like or unlike what is within the cosmos. If it is unlike what is 
within the cosmos, it would interfere with it. But it is necessary that what 
is impassive should not be interfered with by anything alien. But on the 
other hand, if the surrounding body were like what is within the cosmos, 
then by getting stuck onto what is similar within the cosmos the exter- 
nal body would destroy the ratio among the elements in the cosmos — 
this ratio of the elements from which it is composed forming ‘the finest 
bond’ (31c). So much, then, for the exegesis of the particular things said 
in the text. 


D. Why does the Demiurge make only one cosmos? 


Let us now consider this question in its own right: how is it that there 
is nothing outside the universe? For what particular reason did the 
Demiurge who established matter not craft numerous kinds of matter 
and numerous cosmoi? 

Or we might say it is because he has established and continues to 
establish matter in accordance with the henad within himself, so that, 
because of this, he naturally (ekotés) produces this single kind of matter. 

Or because, though things have many differences by which they are 
distinguished from one another, nonetheless matter possesses no differ- 
ences or qualities. For even if we were to say that there are a plurality of 
matters here in the universe, we would also insist that there is a single 
kind that proceeds from above through a process of degradation (hyph- 
esis) right down to the very last sedimentary kind which is genuinely 
formless. The highest form of matter has many affinities with the forms, 
since in every case the highest forms of a thing are most akin to what is 
prior to them. So it turns out that there both is and is not this selfsame 
matter distributed through all things and subsiding into itself. By virtue 
of this single matter, then, the Demiurge brought forth a single cosmos 
that represents a lesser degree (hyphesis) of himself. 

Or because everything that creates by its very existence (since it is 
one) makes a single image of itself and one whole form. And this is 
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especially the case with respect to things that remain unmoved. For in the 
case of what has been moved, it is able to make another and another.***+ 

Moreover, [the Demiurge makes just the one world] because to divide 
things into a plurality is not the effect of what is powerful, but rather of 
what is weak. To include plurality in the one and to connect the whole 
number [series] through the monad is a power of amazing abundance. If 
therefore the whole power is in the Demiurge and if he is an unmoved 
cause and if he creates from just being himself, and if he engenders that 
which is similar to himself, then he would generate a cosmos that is one, 
entire and perfect. 

But what about this? Is the Demiurge just not capable of ruling over 
many or even unlimited cosmoi? Or we might say it is because power is 
not manifested in ruling over the numerous or unlimited, but in bring- 
ing together what has been divided and limiting what is unlimited. For 
in doing this he likens the objects to the good, a goal toward which the 
Demiurge lifts up his entire creation. This point then has been demon- 
strated through many other arguments. 

Plato establishes for us in an impressive manner that nothing has 
been left external to the universe from which another like it could be 
made. And we may learn that each of the unique bodies can only be 
composed from those very simple bodies from which they are in fact 
composed — and not out of something external but similar to these 
[constituents] from which another one could be made — by noticing 
that he says that various inequalities belong to the seeds (sperma) of 
bodies.**> On account of these inequalities, even fire is subject to limit- 
less differentiations. For this reason, not every instance of fire is similar 
to every other instance of fire, even if it is common to all fire to be visible. 
Because of this diversity, some fire does not burn. This [variety among 
the kinds of fire] is due to the smallness and size of the things from 
which it is composed. And the same thing is true in the case of all the 
elements. 

Therefore each unique thing is composed out of all such things as 
are uniquely in it and which are not in any of the other things. For 


24 Perhaps Proclus has in mind that a moving cause may activate a long chain of causes 
and effects in which the later stages in the chain are not ‘images’ of the moving cause — 
ie. one couldn’t discern from the effect the nature of the distant causes — and are not 
single. 

Festugiére supposes that for both Proclus and Plato (56c5) the ‘seeds of the bodies’ are 
the elements. I suspect that Proclus has in mind the different sizes of triangles that go 
to make up the variously sized fire tetrahedra. With respect to Plato Tim. 57c, Timaeus 
Locrus says explicitly: ‘Each of the four elemental bodies has many forms. Fire has the 
flame, light and “glowing”, because of the inequality of the triangles in each of them’ 
ggb8-11, trans. Tobin (1985). Cf. Proclus, in Remp. II. 43.6. 
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this reason these unique things are neither mixed with nor naturally 
related to anything external to them. ‘This you can infer from the bod- 
ies here below. For it is not the case that a particular sort of body is 
nourished by a// sorts of bodies, but rather some specific ones are nour- 
ished by other specific ones. This is because not everything is similar 
to the elements from which a body is composed, and that by which 
each thing is able to be nourished is also that which makes each thing 
grow, as the things that come in take the place of the things that go out 
(Tim. 81a). 

It is for this reason too that corruptible things are corrupted, because 
external to them there are elements that resemble the opposing elements 
that make up [the perishable thing] — some resembling these elements, 
some resembling those — and each upon joining with the part that is con- 
genial to it introduces destruction into the composite by destroying its 
harmonious proportions (symmetria). So among the corruptible things, 
the ratio (Jogos) make a particular difference, though the ratio of the sim- 
ple bodies differs from case to case. But with respect to things that are 
indestructible, it is both the differences among them and also the ratios 
of their composition [that make a difference].’*° It is for these reasons 
that they are indestructible and genuinely monadic things, being the only 
things composed of these elements alone in accordance with one ratio 
and a single symmetry. ‘These things, then, must be subjected to further 
interrogation. For we shall discover that it doesn’t turn out otherwise 
when we look to the facts, not resting content with mere words as do 
many people who merely touch upon the theory of these things. But let 
us return now to the things that Plato has written. 


Through this cause (aitia) and this reasoning (Jogismos) he contrived 
it as one whole out of all the wholes, perfect, free from age and sickness. 


(33a6—b1) 


E. Additional lexis 


The cause uniformly (monoeidés) encompasses everything that it has pro- 
duced, but the reasoning does so in a divided fashion (diéirémenés), as we 


226 67.8-10: év 5é ToIs GAUTOIS Kai 1) TdV AUTAV Siapopa kai oi Adyol Tis CUOTACEWS AUT 
[sc. Tro1otio1 thy Siapopdy]. In the case of perishable things, the preservation of the 
ratio of the simple elements is the key. So long as this ratio endures and the symmetry 
among the constituents lasts, the object survives. However, indestructible things are 
distinguished by two factors. First, they have special ratios of composition, but they 
are also composed of things that are not found externally to them. Thus, there can be 
no accretion of similar things external to them to upset their unique symmetry. 
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said earlier on (I. 399.19).**7 So it turns out that the universe in as much 
as it is one whole has been included under the cause and has come to be 
in accordance with cause, but in as much as it is something composed 
out of all the wholes, it has been included under reasoning. While it is 
one by the divinity of the Demiurge and in accordance with the divine 
unification, it is a whole in accordance with the connective wholeness 
of intellectual beings, for the former cause produces in the manner of 
wholes (4o/ikés), bringing it about that the universe is a whole. But, on 
the other hand, it is composed out of all the wholes in accordance with 
the multiplied causes of the forms, for the monad has the whole number 
[series] together with itself.*?* 

The universe is perfect in as much as it has always reverted upon 
its first principle and has imitated the Demiurgic reversion. But it is 
free from old age and disease in as much as it has a life in full bloom, 
has always been awake and participates in amazing powers. After all, 
from the causes of its renewal the cosmos has present in it a life that is 
pure and unwearied. From the implacable [power of the Demiurge] (II. 
2.7; §§.15) it has undefiled power. And through the former the cosmos 
is always becoming new in a manner free from age, but through the 
latter it is wholly free from illness, being purged of everything contrary 
to nature. The Demiurge, however, includes the cause of both these 
things. 


iv. The fourth gift of the Demiurge: spherical shape 


The Demiurge gave it a shape that was fitting and akin to it: for the living 
thing that was to encompass within itself all living things, the fitting 
shape would be the shape that includes all the shapes within itself. For 
this reason it is spherical in form, being entirely equal from the middle to 
the extremes: he made it rounded off into a circle**? — of all shapes the 
most complete or perfect and most similar to itself - since the Demiurge 
thought that similarity was by far more beautiful than dissimilarity. 
(33b1-8) 


227 The distinction is drawn in the context of a discussion of Aoyiodpevos in Tim. 30b1. 
Discussion of this lemma led to differences of opinion about the number of Demiurges 
that there are. Amelius argued for a triad of creators, corresponding to the different 
activities of creating partial and entire natures. Iamblichus objected to this and moved 
the triadic structure into the creative activity of a single Demiurge (cf. Dillon’s com- 
mentary on Iamblichus fr. 39). 

228 Cf. 66.4 above, and I. 322.29. 

229 Proclus has étopvacato, the aorist of the verb topvéouaa, both here and at 78.3, while 
Plato’s text has étopvevcato from topveto. 
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A. Theoria: Plato’s proofs 


After the universal causes (ta aitia ta hola) of the cosmos and the universal 
composition (holé sustasis), of it and the establishment of an essence that 
results from its being composed from wholes that are integral to it (ek 
pléromaton holon),*3° Plato speaks about the shape of the universe — that 
which surely has been assigned to the universe in accordance with its 
essence from its creation. This most similar of all the shapes is the fourth 
demiurgic gift to the universe (5.21 above). 

Therefore, though there are also other demonstrations of the spher- 
ical shape of the cosmos which are both physical and mathematical and 
which we shall later examine, for now we shall first consider the Pla- 
tonic demonstration (apodeixis). This really is a demonstration since 
the reason why it is (to dioti) is included along with the fact that it is 
(to hoti). The demonstration is itself triple: the first derives from the 
One; another from intelligible beauty, and a third from intellectual 
creation.*3" Or rather, each one of these demonstrations is multiple and 
is at least triple. 


1. Demonstration from the One 


You might say that the Demiurge is one immediately from the One, and 
you might say that the paradigm is also one, and you might say that the 
Good is one. From all this you might assume likewise, in the case of the 
figures, that the figure which is unified to the highest degree is more 
divine and perfect than that which is not one. For that which the One is 
among the divine things, and that which the One Living Being Itself is 
among the intelligible living things, and that which the one Creator and 
Father is among the demiurges — this role is played in the same way by 
the sphere among the solid shapes. For the One is inclusive of the many 
henads, and the Living Being Itself includes the intelligible living things, 
and the single Demiurge is inclusive of the many causes. So likewise the 
one spherical shape is inclusive of all the shapes. 


23° Proclus here summarizes the third gift of the Demiurge — that it is a whole composed 
from wholes (Tim. 338). 

As Festugiére notes, this is somewhat odd. The two demonstrations that follow are 
labelled more or less just as Proclus says: &tré Tot évds (68.2.4; 68.27) and d11d Tot KaAoU 
kai Tot trpétrovtos (69.8), which corresponds to the argument advertised at 68.24 as 
ard Tot vontow KdAAous. The third demonstration, however, is announced as &16 Ti\s 


231 


voepas Troitjoews (68.25) but later called did tot ovyyevols (69.28). The connection 
between affinity and the intellectual creation is not clear. 
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2. Demonstration from the beautiful 


The second demonstration is from the beautiful and what is fitting. For 
the spherical shape is fitting to the one who receives, to the one who gives, 
and to the paradigm. (i) It is fitting to the one who receives. Because it is 
perfect or most complete, it is amicable (philos) to the most perfect of the 
shapes; and that which includes all things (i.e. the cosmos) is amicable 
to the figure that encompasses all other figures (i.e. the sphere). (ii) It is 
fitting to the one who gives: since the giver is intellect, it has reverted 
upon itself, so it has given [the cosmos] the shape most like it and fitting. 
For intellect has thoughts ‘like the sphere moves on the lathe’, as Plato 
says in the Laws (898a-b), being arranged in a manner that is ‘regular, 
uniform, always in the same place and around the same point’. (iii) It is 
fitting for the paradigm because the intelligible universe is this sort of 
thing: [like the sphere] it converges in every way into itself. 


In every way like the volume of a well-rounded sphere, 
Equal from the centre and enjoying a circular solitude’}? 


as Parmenides says. And Empedocles says the same thing, for he too 
makes the Sphere twofold - one sensible one, in which Strife holds 
power, and another intelligible one which is made continuous by Love. 
He even calls the one an image of the other, and it is obvious which one 
is an image of which.*33 


3. Demonstration from kinship 


Third is the demonstration from what is akin (syngenés). For the sphere 
is akin to the universe, to the Demiurge, and to the All-perfect Living 
Being. For the universe, as it is one, thereby also has a shape appropriate 
to it own uniqueness — the sphere. For as the comos is itself single (eis), so 
too its shape is uniform.*3+ The sphere is akin to the Demiurge because 


23? Proclus has run together quotations from two different Presocratic philosophers. The 


first lines are from Parmenides fr. 8, 43-4. The last line seems to refer to Empedocles’ 
fr. 28, though with yaipov for yaiav. 

?33 Tt appears that Proclus transposes the cyclical pattern in which Love and Strife alter- 
natively rule over one realm to a division between two realms — one sensible and the 
other intelligible. Cf. in Alc. 113.18; in Parm. 723.22 and Westerink (1987). 

734 70,1-3 TO bev yap TGV, WoTrep éoTiv Ev, OUTW Kal OXIA Exel TH EXUTOU YOVwoEL 
TIPOOT|KOV, TO OPAIPIKOV’ Gs YAP AUTOS Eis 6 KOOHOS, OUTW Kai TO OX TNA AUTO HovoElBés. 
As Festugiére notes, the argument here is rather obscure and it is not entirely clear 
whether one should translate év and is as ‘one’ or ‘single’. Proclus’ objective is to show 
that the cosmos is spherical and he will do so on the basis of the kinship between this 
shape and the cosmos. He assumes that the cosmos is one of a kind: ‘one’ in the sense 
of ‘single’. It is thus akin to the sphere since there are not many species of sphere as 
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all things are contained in it, just as all things are contained by the 
Demiurge intellectually (noerés). The sphere is akin to the paradigm 
because it proceeds primarily from it. Therefore this shape is ancestral 
(progonikos) to the cosmos, having been made to appear first in the hidden 
order of the cosmos itself.*35 For the words: 


Unwearied it was borne round in a limitless circle 


(Orph. fr. 71a) 


refer to the aforementioned order. But this is seen even more clearly 
in the All-perfect Living Being, since the Theologian says about this 
divinity: 


Impelled along an inexpressible circle. 


(Orpbh. fr. 71b) 


And it is even more obvious among the intellectual gods, for up there 
(ekei) is the intellectual shape — the straight and the curved — as was 
said in the Parmenides.?3° And, moreover, after these gods, the sphere 
is seen in the Demiurge, since he is intellectual intellect (noeros nous) 
and the universe is in him in the manner that is appropriate, and he 
receives the demiurgic potential from the gods prior to him. From this 
he is the creator of all the shapes within the cosmos. But what about 
this? After this is it not greatly honoured Hephaestus who shapes all the 
figures within the cosmos? — both the whole heaven and the realm of 
generation, making: 


brooches, spiral armbands, rosettes and necklaces.?37 


And how could it be that he is not also willing to give to each thing 
the shape that is fitting when he produces the essence of the corporeal 
cosmos? But while Hephaestus shapes the universe with his own hands 
(autourgikés), the Demiurge does so by his will (boulésis) alone. For even 
handwork (autourgia) by the latter is will, and his creation (poiésis) is 
thought (zoésis). So much then for what we shall say working from these 
facts. 


there are many species of triangle or solid figure. Spheres may come in different sizes, 
but they do not thereby differ specifically. So the kinship is based around the equation 
of monogenés with monoeidos. 

233 Kpupio Siaxdou@, Or. Chald. 198; cf. in Tim. I. 430.6 and Plat. Theol. Il. 89.1. On the 
general notion of a hidden or ineffable phase in the procession from a unified cause, 
see in Parm. 760.13. 

236 Tn the first hypothesis at 137d-e, Parmenides argues that the One partakes neither 
of the round nor the straight. Perhaps Proclus concludes from this that shape can be 
found at the intellectual level below the level of the One. 

237 Iliad 18.401. Hephaestus there speaks of his activity hidden away in the cave with Thetis. 
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B. Why must that which encompasses all things be spherical? 


For what reason, having been led to the conclusion that the sphere is 
akin and fitting to the universe, has Plato declared that it is necessary 
that what encompasses all things should have a shape such as this? 

Perhaps it was because the sphere is the regular solid with the greatest 
volume, as is said by those who are clever at mathematics and as we shall 
show shortly (76.7). 

Or perhaps it was because it is possible to inscribe all the equilateral 
polygons in the sphere but not into any other shape. For this reason a 
sphere is the shape most appropriate to that which is intended to encom- 
pass everything. For the five shapes are also able to be inscribed in it. 
If, therefore, you look to the question of volume, the volumes of all 
the solids with equal surface area (isoperimetros) will be subsumed within 
the sphere — though they will surely not have a volume equal to the 
sphere, but instead will be seen to be less than that of the sphere.?3° 
But if instead we look to the question of shape (schéma), all [the other 
shapes] are able to be inscribed in the sphere — something that is not 
true of the others. And this feature makes it especially appropriate for 
what is proposed since Plato also says that this shape is fitting by virtue 
of being intended to encompass all the shapes. For, since he intends 
to work up body (sémmatourgein) from the five regular solids (54d), he 
probably looks to all the shapes that are about to be encompassed by the 
universe. As a result, it is obvious that he looks not to the considerations 
about volume, but to the fact that all the shapes can be inscribed in the 
sphere. 

Again, you might reason in a more complete manner as follows: that 
what is intended to encompass all things is obliged to rule over everything 
in it, since otherwise it would not be inclusive of them. And the ruler 
of all things would assimilate or render all things similar to itself, since 
nothing is able to rule over that which is foreign and dissimilar. But 
that which is to assimilate everything to itself will be by a much greater 
degree similar to itse/f in order that it might communicate similarity 
to the others.*39 That thing which, though a body, is most similar to 
itself is spherical. Therefore it is proper that this shape belongs to the 


238 Cf. Ptolemy, Math. Syn. I. 1.13.16 (Heiberg) together with Theon of Alexandria’s 
Commentary 354.19-357.22 (Rome) and Pappus, Synagoge, Book 5. 

?39 It seems perverse to insist that a thing’s similarity to itself can admit of degrees. How- 
ever Proclus’ metaphysics of emanation commits him to just such a view. Cf. ET 18: 
‘Everything which by its existence bestows a character on others itself primitively pos- 
sesses that character which it communicates to the recipients . . . [T]he character as 
it pre-exists in the original giver has a higher reality (kreittondés esti) than the character 
bestowed’ (trans. Dodds). 
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cosmos, since itis both most perfect or complete (¢e/edtatos) and also most 
similar. On the one hand, it is most perfect or complete in as much as it is 
inclusive and incessant,**° for the straight line is entirely incomplete in 
as much as it is always able to be extended. But the circle and the sphere 
are most perfect or complete in as much as they do not admit of increase 
and in as much as the limit of its motion has also been made its origin.*#" 
On the other hand, it is most similar in as much as it is continuous 
with itself, smooth and evenly ordered. Such then are the arguments of 
Plato. 


1. The question considered in itself 


Let us consider this teaching in and of itself and gather together all the 
various arguments. 


4. lamblichan arguments 


First of all, let us establish it in a philosophical manner (philosophos) by 
means of Iamblichan conceptions (epibolé).*+ 

(1) Since it is necessary for the cosmos to be harmonized in relation to 
the universal soul that presides over it, it must be fit for or be assimilated 
to the very life-giving (zé/ogonos)’*3 shape of the soul. Therefore, just as 
the Demiurge established the soul in accordance with two circles (Tim. 
36c), so too he contrived the universe to have a spherical form, to be an 
image of the soul’s self-motion. For this reason, our own vehicles [of the 
soul] are made spherical and move ina circular fashion when the soul has 
been made especially similar to intellect. For both the thought (noésis) of 
the soul and the circular motion of bodies imitate the intellectual activity 
(noera energeia), just as motion in a straight line imitates the ascent and 
descent of souls, since these are the motions of bodies when they are not 
in their proper places. 

(2) And furthermore, the incessant motion of the universe is similar 
to unlimited power and the uniform revolution is like the simplicity of 
being. The circular motion of the wholes being carried around the same 
centre in the same manner is similar to rest throughout eternity. 


24° Cf. in Parm. 1119.28 on the ceaseless motion of the universe. 


241 Cf. Aristotle, Physics 8.265a27—-b2. 

242 The following section = Iamblichus in Tim. fr. 49 (Dillon). Dillon hypothesizes that 
Iamblichus might actually have presented ten arguments in his commentary, since 
this would be more proper to a Pythagorean. You might take the three points raised 
at 72.20-3 as three distinct ones: unceasing motion; homogeneous circularity; and 
circularity around a centre. 


743 Cf. ET 155. 
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(3) Moreover, just as the single motion of the cosmos includes all 
the motions therein and the single wholeness includes all the bodies — 
both the wholes and their parts — and as the single nature includes all 
the secondary and tertiary natures, so too it is necessary that the one 
cosmic shape encompass all the shapes. But the sphere is this sort of 
thing, being able at the same time to encompass the many and yet be 
one. Such a capacity is surely genuinely divine — being such as to rule over 
all the things that have been encompassed by it and yet not departing 
from unity. 

(4) And here is something further related to that point. As the one 
Intelligible Living Being includes all the [kinds of] intelligible living 
things through a single unification, so too the cosmos, when it is made 
similar to the Paradigm, includes all the encosmic shapes by virtue of its 
spherical shape. For only the sphere is able to take in all the elements. 
Therefore just as the cosmos represents (apeikonizein) the intelligible 
universe by its uniqueness, so too it imitates the inclusion of wholes in 
that universe by its spherical shape. 

(5) Moreover, the cosmos is assimilated to the intelligible Beauty itself 
through having this shape. For how could what is entirely smooth, sym- 
metrical and similar be regarded in any other way than as beautiful? So 
if it was necessary for it to be the most beautiful of sensible things, it was 
also necessary for it to possess this sort of shape — one that is everywhere 
equal, definite and accurate. 

(6) Once again, the spherical shape is most closely related to the Limit 
itself. For the other shapes are cut off from bond and limit through having 
a plurality of sides, angles and breaks. But since the sphere is monadic 
and simple and has all sides equidistant, it reaches up to limit as its 
cause. 

(7) Furthermore, that which is such as to bring many into one, as 
well as that which is able to engender (to gennétikon), and the repro- 
ductive (to spermatikon), enjoy a shape like the sphere. This is obvi- 
ous even from seeds and also from the ruling parts of animals (i.e. 
their heads). For nature makes these to be spherical in form as far as 
possible. 

(8) Moreover, that which is immutable, unbreakable and everlast- 
ing is most akin to the spherical shape. For since it everywhere con- 
verges upon itself, it is most powerful. For the centre [of the sphere] 
is such as to make the whole sphere one continuous thing. There- 
fore the Demiurge very properly established the universe which is 
continuous with itself in a spherical form. These then are the things 
that one might say on this matter from a philosophical point of view 
(philosophos). 
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b. Aristotelian arguments 


Ina different manner, one can argue for the spherical shape of the cosmos 
from a physical point of view (physikés), just as Aristotle endeavoured to 
do. One might thus reason in the same way: 

(1) Since the universe is moved in a circle and it has been shown that 
there is nothing exterior to the outermost circumference — neither void 
nor place — it is necessary that it be spherical, since it is not possible for 
the shape of the universe to be bounded by straight lines. For if it is 
rectilinear, then there will be such a thing as void. When a rectilinear 
body revolves in a circle, it will never occupy the same place because of 
the change in position of the angles and surfaces. Since the [perimeters 
of] other individual kinds of shape are not at an equal distance from the 
middle, there will be void where the least distant surface is when the 
volume of the body no longer occupies the space it did before. Whether 
it is in respect of length or breadth, there will be a surface least distant 
from the centre of rotation. For the void has been distributed equally, 
and in one part of it there will be body, but another part will be the space 
that has been left by body owing to the shorter distance from the centre 
of rotation to one of the perimeters.*** 

(2) Once again, one might argue from the physical point of view that 
the universe is spherical from the secondary things. For the Earth is 
spherical in shape, as is obvious from the fact that all things are in every 
way carried toward the middle of it. And water has been distributed 
around the Earth and it is spherical in shape. For it will flow into a 
hollow place until it lays hold of the centre of the Earth or it has made 
its own surface a similar level to that of the Earth’s. But the air is around 
the water and the earth and around the air is the fire. But if these things 
are so, then the heavens will also be spherical. For there will be void 
within the heavens unless it too spherically encompasses the fire.**5 


244 The argument summarizes Aristotle, Cael. 2.4, 287a11-23. Suppose for the sake of 
argument that the world is a cube or any other regular solid apart from the sphere. We 
accept it as already shown that there can be no void external to the cosmos and that the 
cosmos revolves, as evidenced by the movements of the stars. Whatever we deem to 
be the centre of rotation, not every point on the surface of the cube will be equidistant 
from it. Let A be the furthest point from the centre of rotation and B be some point 
along the axis of rotation at a lesser distance from the centre. When the cube moves 
and B has the same orientation in relation to the centre that A previously had, there 
will then be the empty space, external to the cosmos that was occupied by the corner 
where A was but not now fully occupied by the surface where B is. Thus the rotation 
of any solid other than a sphere implies the existence of extra-cosmic void. 

245 A very brief summary of the line of argument at Cue/ 2.4, 287a32-br5. Aristotle’s argu- 
ment in fact proceeds in two stages. First he argues that the cosmos must be spherical 
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(3) Further still, nature apportions to most primary (prétistos) bodies 


the most primary shapes and to the simple bodies simple shapes. ‘For in 
each genus the one is prior to the many and the simple to the compos- 
ite.’4° Therefore just as the motions have been apportioned appropri- 
ately (o/kei6s) to their own functions so that the simple things have simple 
motions and the compound ones compound motions, so too nature has 
allotted fitting shapes — simple shapes to some, but composite shapes to 
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if the layers of elements above water share a border with the water and if the surface 
of the water is spherical (287a32—287b5). What surrounds a sphere (with no gaps and 
with even distribution, of course!) must be itself spherical. Next, he argues that the 
surface of water in a hollow within the Earth must be convex to continue the line of 
the roughly spherical planet in which the hollow exists (287b5—21). Imagine two radii 
in the sphere of the Earth, AB and AC. Now construct the triangle ABC. Let AD be a 
perpendicular in this triangle and AE the radius created by extending the perpendic- 
ular to the line that describes the spherical shape of the Earth. D will thus be within a 
hollow depression in the Earth. The water will collect in such a hollow ‘until equality 
is established’ (287br1). But since it is AE, not AD, that is equal to the other radii, the 
water must extend to this point and its surface must therefore be convex and conform 
to the curve of the sphere. 

Festugiére refers to Adrastus’ discussion of this proof preserved in Theon of 
Smyrna, 123.4 ff. (Hiller). Adrastus adds empirical arguments for the curvature of 
the sea’s surface, based on the difference between what one can see from the deck as 
opposed to the top of the mast. Further, Adrastus makes the reasoning in the second 
argument clearer. The water will flow from the edges of the hollow at B and C, to the 
lowest point at D. It will continue to fill the hollow until the water in the centre of the 
hollow is as far from the centre of the Earth as the points at the edge of the hollow, 
i.e. until the distance between the water’s surface and the Earth’s surface is equal to a 
radius. 

Note that Proclus omits the geometrical aspects of the argument as it is found in 
both Aristotle and in Adrastus. This, I believe, is quite conscious. Proclus arranges this 
argument under arguments pvo1kdds. Adrastus, however, prefaces this argument with 
the words Kai puoikds S& kal poOnUaTiKds f TavTds USaTos éripdvela, MPEYoUVTOS LEV, 
opaipikn SeikvuTai otTos. 

Aristotle, Cael. 2.4, 286b16. The line continues, ‘so the circle must be the primary plane 
figure’. The case for the primacy of the sphere is made at 286b24. Even if we accept the 
premise asserting the primacy of the sphere — whether for Aristotle’s reasons or on the 
basis of the fact that it is most similar to itself or such that the other regular solids may 
be inscribed in it (69.8-27 above) — there still remains the question of why the cosmos 
itself must be the most primary body. True, it is that of which all other bodies are parts. 
But equally, it is the whole constituted by those parts. Festugiére refers to Cleomedes 
86.5-8. But note that Cleomedes’ argument is importantly different and sounds more 
like Proclus’ argument from beauty: ‘the most perfect or complete (te/edtatos) body has 
been furnished with the most perfect or complete shape. Of all bodies, the cosmos is 
the most complete, and the sphere is the most complete of all the shapes.’ The cosmos 
is certainly complete in the sense that there is nothing outside it. But now the question 
arises about why the sphere is similarly complete in relation to other regular solids. 
Perhaps the answer is given by the first of Proclus’ ‘physical’ arguments: alone among 
the solids, the sphere’s rotation does not imply the existence of any void external to it. 
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others. But shape is like the visible image (agalma emphanes) of the form, 
the shape of the shape, and like an exhalation (pzvé) of the peculiar exis- 
tence (idios hyparxis) of each thing. This is why that which is simple in 
respect of its essence proceeds into one sort of shape, but that which is a 
various mixture has the outward appearance (/dea) of [a similarly various] 
shape. 

(4) “The heavenly motion is the measure of motions, but the measure 
in the case of each kind of motion is that which is least. And the least 
motion is the fastest’,*+7 but the motion of the periphery of the cosmos is 
the fastest of the motions, and if this is so, then the heavens are spherical 
in shape. For the swiftest moving thing is the sphere on account of the 
fact that it has the smallest base or place upon which it rests, as the Eleatic 
Stranger says (Statesman, 270a8). 

(5) Furthermore, among the class of shapes, some have similar parts 
(bomoiomeré) while others have parts that are dissimilar to one another 
(anomoiomeré). Necessarily, in the case of the ones with dissimilar parts, 
dissimilar shapes have been distributed from their nature. For polygons 
and, in general, such angular shapes are composed out of a greater variety 
of surfaces. But in the case of those having similar parts, the similar 
surfaces are allocated in accordance with their value (kat’ axian). The 
sphere alone among the solids is composed out of shapes that are similar, 
since all the others are dissimilar. Some have two surfaces, like the cone; 
others have three like the cylinder, others have four or five or even 
more, like pyramids arranged from bases which are successive polygons. 
But now if the aether is composed of similar parts, and if the shape of 
that which consists of similar parts is similar, and the spherical is that 
which is similar among solids, then the aether is spherical in shape.’4° So 
much then for the attempts to prove the spherical shape of the cosmos 
physically. 


247 The quotation is from Aristotle, Cvel. 2.4, 287425, but it is unclear whether Proclus 
really effectively summarizes this argument or uses this line as a premise for an argu- 
ment of his own. His summary certainly has very little in common with Simplicius’ 
more extensive treatment in his de Cae/o commentary. Aristotle’s brief argument appeals 
to the premise that ‘among the lines that return upon themselves, the line which bounds 
the circle is the shortest.’ Since the swiftest movement follows the shortest path, the 
movement of the heavens must be that of something spherical. Needless to say, there 
are many puzzles here — puzzles that Simplicius works hard to try to solve. No part 
of Aristotle’s argument, however, appeals to Proclus’ considerations about a sphere 
resting on a small base. And just as well too! How is it that Proclus imagines the sphere 
of the heavens to rest on anything? 

Proclus’ fifth argument sounds a bit like the argument of Aristotle’s Cael. 1.7, 274431 ff. 
to which Festugiére refers the reader, but it is actually importantly different. Aristotle 
there argues that there cannot be an infinite body, whether it is one with homogeneous 
or heterogeneous parts. 
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c. Mathematical arguments 


Now if it is necessary to belabour the point by mathematical demonstra- 
tions, then let’s go on. We'll go over briefly the things that are believed 
by those who have knowledge in these matters.*#? 

(x) First, they attempt to construct an argument from the fact that the 
stars are carried about in parallel circles. This applies to both the planets 
and the fixed stars. To the extent that we proceed toward the north, the 
portions of the circles that are cut off are always unequal. As a result, 
some of the circles just contact the horizon while others that are smaller 
in diameter than these do not contact it. At the limit of this there is a 
final point that is motionless around which all the circumferences are 
moved.*>° 

(2) Next we can construct an argument from the fact that the days 
and nights become unequal in accordance with the sun’s motion to the 
north or the south.*5? 

(3) Next is the argument from shadows. How does it come about that 
when the sun begins to rise and set, it is more to the north for us and 
appears to us to pass through Cancer, while when it comes to be directly 
overhead at noon (en mesémbrinéi) it projects shadows toward the north? 
How can this be, unless it results from the universe being moved in a 
circle while it inclines toward our position? *>* 


249 As with the physical arguments, which are largely adapted from Aristotle, the next set of 
proofs in Proclus are not original. Festugiére suggests that we may usefully compare his 
short summaries of the arguments of the astronomers with material found in Geminus 
(Stoic, first century Bc), Introduction to phenomena (ed. Manitius); Cleomedes (Stoic, 
late second century ap), On the circular motions of the heavenly bodies (ed. Todd); and 
Theon of Smyrna (Platonist, fl. c. ap 115-40), Mathematics useful in the interpretation of 
Plato (ed. Hiller). The latter gives us frequent quotations from Adrastus’ (Peripatetic, 
second century ap) work on Platonism and Pythagoreanism. 

Festugiére refers to Cleomedes I. 5, 44-9 (Todd) (= 76.16-23 (Ziegler)) and Theon of 
Smyrna 121.12 ff. (Hiller). But this reference is somewhat misleading. The subject of 
the discussion in Cleomedes is the sphericity of the Earth. Second, Cleomedes’ argu- 
ment is that if the Earth were flat, the pole around which the stars move in concentric 
circles would be at the same height for everyone. Proclus’ passage makes a similar — but 
not exactly the same — point: as we move north, stars that transit low in the southern 
sky disappear below the horizon. The two points perhaps go together and Cleomedes 
thinks that one can infer the spherical shape of the cosmos from the spherical shape 
of the Earth (I. 5, 6-9). It is certainly possible that Proclus holds the same view and is 
being very, very brief in his exposition. 

Festugiére invites us to compare Geminus’ Introduction (6.7 ed. Aujac = 70.12-15, ed. 
Manitius) and Cleomedes (78.2—4 Ziegler = I. 5, 54-6 Todd). Here Festugiére is clear 
that Cleomedes presents this as an argument for the sphericity of the Earth. 

This seems to be an inference to the best explanation. The sun must travel through a 
vast arc above us if it rises in the northeast and sets in the northwest during winter, and 
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(4) Again, one can construct an argument from the fact that those stars 
that are not moved with respect to depth*>} always appear to have the 
same size. For if the heavens were not spherical in shape but rather were 
cylindrical or had some other such shape, then it would be necessary for 
the sun, when it moves to the south of us, to appear to be smaller in 
virtue of the fact that the interval between us and it is not equal to what 
it was before. But nothing of this sort appears to happen.*>+ 

From these facts that we have briefly related astronomers attempt to 
show that the universe is spherical. 

‘That the sphere has the greatest volume of all the regular solids is 
also demonstrated by these men. And they also show how it is possible 
to inscribe all these shapes in the sphere, but it is not possible to do this for 
all the shapes in any of the polyhedra. Nothing requires us to transcribe 
the things that these people have already demonstrated, for this work has 
been created for the person who has already been sufficiently instructed 
in these matters. But notwithstanding such facts, I must at least put it 
on record that it has been shown that within the class of figures that are 
equilateral, equiangular and have an equal perimeter, the one with the 
greater number of angles is the greatest. Thus they demonstrate that the 
circle has greater area than any equilateral and equiangular figure with 
the same perimeter. They also show that the sphere is greater [in volume] 
than any solid shape with the same surface area. In particular, they show 
that these things are true of those equilateral and equiangular polyhedra 
discussed by Plato (Tim. 53c-56b). Some use the demonstrations from 
Euclid to do this while others use those by Archimedes.*>> 

As I said, it is possible for those familiar with these things to pick up 
the proofs for themselves. But after we have completed the commen- 
tary, we will arrange a collection of mathematical theorems that bear 
on the Timaeus, examining what is scattered throughout the notes in 
greater detail in order to enable lovers of such spectacles5° to have all 


yet at the same time casts a northern shadow at midday. Festugiére cites no parallel for 
this argument in earlier works, nor can I find one. 

753 76.1 wt KaT& Bdos Kivoupévous. I assume that Proclus here refers to the stars rather 
than the planets, Sun or moon. For a similar argument, see Ptolemy, A/magest I. 5, 
12-13 (Heiberg). Here Ptolemy notes that the argument may seem to be vitiated by 
the fact that the Sun and the Moon appear larger closer to the horizon. In fact, he says, 
it is not, since there is another explanation for this fact and the difference is illusory. 

254 Festugiére refers to Adrastus ap. Theon 120.10 ff. 

255 On these propositions about isoperimetric figures, see Theon of Alexandria, Commen- 
tary on Ptolemy’s Syntaxis I. 3, 354-74 (Rome). The relevant portions are translated in 
Thomas (1951) II. 387 ff. The propositions here stated are not proved in Euclid book 
4, though one can use some of the methods to do so. Similarly, one may use theorems 
from Archimedes’ On the sphere and the cylinder, as Theon does. 

256 That is, lovers of the spectacle of the truth; cf. Rep. 475¢. 
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these mathematical theorems collected together for the sake of various 
judgements. But that’s more than enough mathematics. 


C. Lexis 


But we must return to the text of Plato and look at the manner in which 
each of the words has been intended. We said earlier (68.14) that among 
intellectual things the shape comes after the whole, and so having demon- 
strated that the universe is a whole, Plato very reasonably moves on to the 
subsequent instruction concerning its shape. But since this proceeds into 
the universe from the demiurgic cause — it was for this reason that he said 
that it was given from up there (ekeithen) — and because it is clear that the 
giver has that which he gives to others to a greater degree, therefore the 
spherical is in the Demiurge, but in an intellectual manner (70ers), just as 
it was there in the All-perfect Living Being intelligibly (moétés) and even 
prior to the All-perfect Living Being in a hidden fashion (krupbiés).*>7 
For if it is requisite to say what seems to be the case, where intellect is, 
there also is the defining feature of the sphere. For intellectual activity 
has the sort of essence which the Athenian Stranger likens it to (Laws 
898b). But in one place this activity exists in a unified and intelligible 
manner, as those who are wise in divine matters say, and in another place 
it exists intelligibly, but together with a greater intelligible division. At 
another place, however, it exists in an intellectual fashion (noerés) but 
with diverse variations. At yet another place where the sphere is seen, 
it exists in the manner of sensibles (aisthétés) with extension. And this 
phase is not denominated simply ‘spherical’, but rather ‘having a spher- 
ical form’ (sphairoeidés) in as much as it is an imitation of the intellectual 
or intelligible sphere. For the universe is moved in a circle because it 
imitates intellect, but then the intellectual or intelligible universe would 
be more strictly a sphere and the genuine (ontés) study of astronomy 
would be concerned with the latter. This then is ‘the astronomy above 
the heavens’,?5® 

And on a further point, being entirely equal from the middle 
to the extremes belongs to the sensible sphere because all the lines 
from the centre of the Earth to the limits of the sphere are equal in 


57 Diehl supposes that this echoes Or. Chald. 198 = in Tim. I. 430.6-7. Cf. n.234 above. 

258 Pindar fr. 292 (Snell) quoted in Theaetetus 173e6. The “digression” in the Theaetetus 
receives a great deal of attention at the hands of the Neoplatonists since it is one of 
the texts that contains the account of the Platonic te/os: assimilation to god in so far 
as this is possible (Tht. 176b). For further reference to the ‘higher’ astronomy, see in 
Parm. 828.30 and in Tim. WI. 277.15-25 which specifically connects this with Tht. 173 
again. 
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length, for the word ‘entirely’ signifies extension in three dimensions.*5° 
And it also belongs to the mathematical [sphere], for up there (eke?) 
middle and extension are everywhere equal. And it also belongs to the 
intellect, though in a different mode: for to converge upon itself, and 
for the part to stand in the relation to itself that it does to the whole 
(like something that is the same colour all over) and to possess all the 
powers that have been collected together in it in relation to its own One — 
this is the nature of the spherical in intellect. Furthermore, proceeding 
still higher, it will not be possible at this stage to discriminate the centre 
from the sphere because of the ineffable and unified condition that is the 
defining feature of the intellectual level. Therefore he says that it has all 
the straight lines everywhere equal from the centre in order to illustrate 
the contrast with the circle, for in the latter case the word ‘everywhere’ 
is not apposite since this figure only has two dimensions. 

Plato uses the words he made it rounded like a wheel, since it is 
through the use of the lathe that the bodies with which we are acquainted 
are accurately made to have a circular shape as the lathe trims away 
the unequal aspects of the body. And it is obvious that what is similar 
and what is complete or perfect especially pertain to the sphere. At any 
rate,©° that which is similar is analogous to the One, but that which is 
perfect is analogous to the Good. So it turns out that through both these 
facts the spherical has led us up to the first thing (to préton). When he 
says that it is most similar and most perfect he means that it has been 
maximally unified (benikétatos) and maximally enformed by goodness 
(agathoeidestatos) in equal measure. For what is mixed is not similar or 
perfect; nor is what is straight, since it always admits of further addition 
or of being formed into an angle. Only what is spherical is most similar 
and most perfect. 

In these cases it is manifest that what is similar is better than what 
is dissimilar. For similarity is something that makes things unified, but 
dissimilarity produces divisibility. The one is ranked along with Same- 
ness while the other is ranked with Difference. The former is the cause 
of simplicity among objects, while the other is the cause of diversity. 
Therefore just as he who established the universe discovered that, in 
the case of the things that are visible by nature, those possessing intel- 
lect are finer than those that lack it (Tim. 30b1-3), so too he surely 
also thought that the similar is better than what is dissimilar. For among 
the intelligibles, similarity is better than dissimilarity and the same is true 


259 For the near consensus on the position of the Earth in the centre of the universe, see 
Heath (1981). 

I follow Festugiére in treating the ov in 78.6 (av& Adyov ob Td Lev SuoloV TrPds TO 
év .. .) as bearing the sense of youv. 
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among powers, thoughts and among things that have been created. From 
this fact one might well be amazed at those Platonists who posit that the 
Different is superior to Sameness when Plato says that [the Demiurge 
thought that] similarity was by far more beautiful than dissimilarity. 
In general, dissimilarity insinuates itself into beings from their mat- 
ter, but similarity comes from form alone and from intelligible causes. 
Therefore since similarity is better by far than dissimilarity, so Sameness 
is also better than Difference. 

The ‘judgement of Zeus’ (Laws 757b6) is the same. For this reason 
even among the things within the universe, the similar is better than 
the dissimilar, whether among substances (ousi@) or in motions or shapes 
or in all of the other respects. This is quite reasonably so, for the very 
procession of objects is accomplished through the similarity of what is 
produced to the cause of production.’°' Reversion is once again an orig- 
inary point (archégos) of another sort of similarity. Therefore, on account 
of these things it is entirely reasonable that the cosmos has been placed 
under the rule of Similarity, since it is a god according to the divine 
form itself. Whence Plato attempted to show that the shape of the uni- 
verse has this [spherical] quality from the fact of its similarity. And the 
Pythagorean Timaeus too has given similarity as the most primary cause 
of the shape of the universe, together with the physical explanation that 
has been given. ‘For only the sphere’, ‘Timaeus says, whether ‘at rest or 
in motion’ was such that it could be fitted together ‘in the same space’, 
since it never ‘gives up its place nor occupies another place’.*® This 
is why*®} Aristotle (73.27 above) after him knew full well that if you 
ascribed any other manner of shape to the world that you would intro- 
duce void outside it owing to the difference between the angles and the 
unequal distance between the centre of any of the other solids and their 
exteriors. 


26 Cf. ET 29: ‘All procession is brought about through the similarity of what comes second 


to what is first.’ 

Proclus here refers to the work attributed to Timaeus of Locri (95d). The passage 
reads in full: “The body of the universe is well off in terms both of shape and motion: 
in terms of shape, because it is a sphere and so is similar to itself at every point and 
can contain all the other shapes of the same kind; and in terms of motion, because it 
eternally exhibits change in a circular movement. Only the sphere, both while at rest 
and in motion, was able to be fitted together in the same space so that it never gives up 
its place or takes another place, since it is at every point equidistant from the centre’ 
(trans. Tobin (1985)). 

Festugiére suggests that the 6 kai ApiototéAns at 79.11 actually amounts to 816 kai and 
refers back to 68ev at 79.4 above. It is unclear whether the yet& Tottov refers to Plato 
or the Pythagorean Timaeus. 
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And externally he made it round and perfectly smooth, doing so for the 
sake of many considerations. (33b8-c1) 


It might seem that the argument (/ogos) is once again brought around to 
the same thing. For what would be the difference between this ‘smooth- 
ness’ and the previous use of the word ‘circular’? Or what about the 
similarity has been transformed? How is this not included in what was 
previously said about similarity? 

But at the same time, there is a difference between examining what 
sort of shape the whole has — the extent of it right down to the cen- 
tre of the earth — and looking only at the extreme surface of the uni- 
verse considered in itself. And there is, it seems, a single point to which 
these words about smoothness urge us: to show that the universe has 
no organs for acquiring knowledge, nor any need for parts adapted for 
motion. Neither does it do anything else, nor undergo anything, but 
rather does and undergoes in itself and by itself (Timm. 3 3c) — this being the 
fifth demiurgic gift introduced into the cosmos (II. 5.22-4). Therefore 
the account concerning the smoothness of the world’s body stands as a 
middle term between what is said about its volume and what is said 
about its soul. For the proximate limit of its body is smoothness, but the 
transcendent (exéirémenos) limit of the world is soul; and prior to this 
[limit there is] intellect, for this is the boundary of the soul itself. But 
even prior to intellect is the single universal divinity, bringing together 
the plurality. So one might answer the initial question in this sort of 
manner. 

A more complete response, however, is that since it is a luminous 
whole, the universe is as bright as possible in virtue of the surface that it 
has and the fact that it is suffused with divine radiance. For this reason 
the poets also place Olympus at the summit of the cosmos, since this is 
wholly and intrinsically illumined: 


the air is outspread clear and cloudless and over it hovers a radiant whiteness. 
(Od. 6. 44, tr. Murray) 


‘The smoothness is a symbol of this shining subsistence (hypostasis). In 
virtue of what, then, are the highest points of the universe smooth? For 
the sake of many considerations, he says: in order that it might be 
bound together with the soul and the intellect organically (autophyés) 
and harmonized with the hypercosmic lights through its similarity to 
them.**+ Therefore the smoothness is significant of receptivity of the 


264 Cf. in Tim. III. 82.19-83.17 on Timaeus 39b. Proclus there brings together reflections 
on the role of the intelligible sun in Republic with Orphic (fr. 86, Kern) and Chaldean 
texts (fr. 59, Majercik). 
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highest points through which the universe is capable of receiving the 
illuminations (ek/ampsis) from Intellect and Soul, in just the way that 
mirrors receive reflections in virtue of their own smoothness. 

But long ago the theologians also accepted the mirror as a symbol 
of the receptivity of the universe to intellectual fulfilment (apoplérésis). 
For this reason they say that Hephaestus made a mirror for Dionysus.*°5 
When he looked into it and saw his own image, he proceeded to the 
universal divisible creation (2.10 above). Thus one might say that what 
Plato has now written about the smoothness of the external surface of 
the cosmos is meant to remind us of the preparation of this thing with 
the form of a mirror. Hence the universe is a corporeal thing of this 
kind since its exterior is shiny, and in as much as this is so it is connate 
with its own intellect and with the Demiurge. Because of this, the poets 
(80.8) also found the Demiurge at the summit of the highest point of 
the cosmos, such was the receptivity (epitédeiotés) allotted by him to the 
cosmos for participation in intelligible causes. 

But if you wish, the same smoothness can also function in another 
manner, as a symbol of the divine and simple life in the cosmos. Now 
in our case, since we had a particular sort of life, we also have parts of 
bodies that have various shapes and mixtures because a different kind 
of life means different kinds of bodily parts — though they are nonethe- 
less prepared according to nature. But the universe, by contrast, has a 
single, simple life. The things that terrestrial living things are in need 
of in virtue of their enmattered and particular lives — these things the 
universe has been purified from. Therefore it is receptive of a single 
life and transcends variety and has been prepared for one life — a life 
not receptive of division. And on account of this it is said that on the 
outside he made it perfectly smooth because it was put together by 
the demiurgic cause in a manner suitable to its being receptive of a sin- 
gle life, being contrived as the organ of such a life. And the following 
words also signify this: 


D. Theoria: Does the universe have sense perception? 


It had no need of eyes, for nothing visible remained external to it; nor 
ears, for there was nothing to hear. Since there was no air around it, it 
had no need of respiration. (33c1-4) 


For through these words Plato appears to do nothing other than deprive 
the universe of any particular sort of life and the particular organs which 


265 Cf. Orph. fr. 180 and 209 (Kern) and Proclus’ explication of this story of Hephaestus 
at in Tim. I. 142.26 ff. 
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have been conjoined to us in our descent into generation. For while we 
remain above we do not require those lives that are plural in form or 
the particular organs, but the luminescent vehicle (augoeides ochéma)?®° 
suffices for us when we have all senses in a unified manner (bénémends). 
So if it is the case that whenever we were liberated from generation, we 
were purified of all such kinds of life as this, what must we think about 
the universe??®” Shall we not say that it has a single and simple kind of 
life? And that it has been motivated to be a whole in relation to such 
a life and fashioned from equal parts all around in order to be fulfilled 
by this single life? Or must we not agree that these things hold true in 
the case of the universe to an even greater degree? For things that are 
whole or universal (ta hola) are more divine than those which are partial 
or particular, and what includes is more divine than what gets included 
by it. So much then for the common conceptions (koiné ennoia) of Plato’s 
text. 

But since Plato takes away all the senses from the cosmos — in order: 
sight, hearing, smell, taste and touch - let’s go on and examine this 
very thing first: whether the universe is perceptive or not. For among 
the ancient writers, some go one way and some go the other on this 
question. For, on the one hand, we hear the theologians saying <that 
intellect is the>*°* ‘font of perception’ and about the Father that 


He encompasses the intelligibles with intellect and brings 
sensation to the cosmos. 


And what’s more, we have this from the Greek [poet]: 


Thou Sun, that beholdest all things and hearest all things 
(UL. 3.277; Od. 11.109, tr. Murray.) 


— not that the seeing and hearing in him takes place in a particular or 
partial manner (meristés) as it does in us, but rather it happens in virtue 
of a single life and in a single subject. But even in our case, as Aristotle 
has announced, what is strictly sensation is a single thing and what is 
a sense organ in the strict sense is one too.*°? Neither were the Greek 


266 Or Chald. 1 19 and 120. Cf. Proclus in Remp. IL. 154, 195-6, 199; in Tim. Il. 85.4, 355.17 
and, in general, Finamore (1985). 

267 Festugiére (ad loc.) is keen to stress that Proclus’ words are to be taken in a causal, not 
a temporal sense. It is not that at one time we were liberated from a body and at that 
time had no organs. Rather, the point is that in the eternal procession of souls into 
generation, there is a stage where the soul has only the luminescent vehicle. 

268 Cf. Or. Chald. 7 and 8 (Majercik). Festugiére likewise follows the supposition of Diehl 
at 28.3: TOV Deodoyoov TINY Tv aioOhoews AeyovtwVv <TOv volv>. 

269 On Sleep and Waking 45 5213-25. Aristotle here claims that the five sense modalities are 
different ways in which the common sense is active. It is unclear whether this remark 
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sages ignorant of divine perception, nor did they decline to say that the 
Demiurge himself possesses it. 


His intellect infallible of royal aether incorruptible is formed, 
By it he hears and marks all, and there exists nothing — 
No voice, no cry, no sound, no rumour 
— that escapes the ears of Zeus. (Orph. fr. 168) 


And why do I bother to speak of the Theologian when we hear Plato 
himself say that the universe is a living thing (30b) and living things are 
characterized by sensation, so that when he says that a plant is a living 
thing, he immediately gives it a share of some other form of sensation 
(77ab). In light of these things, as I said, we shrink from even suspecting 
that the world lacks sensation. 

But on the other side of the question, when sensation is looked down 
on among the kinds of knowledge as something that is particular and 
concerned with images, we are cautious about sending forth this sort of 
life into the universe. For ‘sensation is unable to grasp truth’ as was writ- 
ten in the Theaetetus (186cg). Since sensation only knows the affections 
and images of objects it is customarily said by everyone <to be third 
from the truth.>*7° Therefore it is better, in order that we may be in 
between these two positions, to take away all sorts of sensation like this, 
but give to the universe some other form of sensation better than these 
and one more appropriate to the gods. 

So what sort of sensation is this and in what manner should the uni- 
verse be assumed [to have it]? That the universe is sensitive we may make 
clear from the fact that it is a living thing and also from the fact that its 
entire soul is capable of discursive reason (dianoia) and opinion (doxa) 
and gives to the body of the universe both of these qualities through par- 
ticipation — that is, both opinion and discursive reason.*7' For if opinion 
is a certain sort of rational sensation (tis logiké aisthésis), the cause of 


in On Sleep is entirely consistent with Aristotle’s rather terse remarks on the topic in 
De Anima. For the Neoplatonist approach to awareness and their use of Aristotle on 
this point, see Blumenthal (1996), 137-41. 

Kroll supposes there is a lacuna at 82.29 and conjectures Kai T& TraOnTIK& Kal TK 
eiSwWAA YIYVOKOVOA TOV TPAyUaToV 1) alobnols <TPITN AITO Tis GANPEias> Trapa 


270 


TrGo1v eiwbev Atyeobat. 

One assumes that Proclus has in mind here Tim. 37bc. There Timaeus says that the 
contribution that the circle of the Different makes to the discourse within the world 
soul is true opinion. But he describes the result of the circle of the Same’s concern for 
objects of reason (to logistikon, cf. in Tim. II. 312.12 and Cornford p. 95) as mous and 
episteme. 
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sensation in the body will be the kind of life that results from this.*7* 
And there will also be a certain image of discursive reason in the uni- 
verse, which we might call ‘cosmic imagination’ (phantasia) in as much as 
it pictures to itself (eneikonizein) the intuitive thought (noésis) of the for- 
mer [i.e. mous] and it has in it invisible impressions (typos) of the sensibles 
that come to be in the entire history of the cosmos. From this, there- 
fore, and from many other things as well, it is possible to bring to mind 
(bypomimnéskein) the fact that the universe is sensitive. But to determine 
what kind of perception it has requires an appropriate investigation. 

(1) Now, of the kinds of perception,*73 I say that the first and most 
proper kind is that which imitates intellect. For everywhere the first 
things [in a series] have a likeness to the things prior to them on account 
of their continuity <to the previous order>.*7* So this first kind of per- 
ception includes the sense object in and of itself. Neither does it pass 
from one thing to another, for this would already be a kind of particular- 
ization (merizomenon). Further, it does not proceed into what is external 
to it, for such a thing is incomplete. Instead, having the whole sense 
object in itself, it is more like consciousness (synaisthésis).°7> 

(2) The second kind of sense after this is one that does proceed outside 
[itself], but is completely in actuality (kat’ energeian teleian) and every- 
where apprehends the whole knowable thing entirely and always in the 
same manner. It is free from affections and all inabilities which are proper 
to particular, enmattered organs. 


27? The claim by Platonists that opinion is a kind of rational sensation appears to result 
from Plato’s disagreement with Aristotle about the relation between sensation, reason 
and opinion. Plato alleged that the sense perceptual discrimination that this thing is 
white presupposes reason (sy/logismos) and opinion (doxazein) (Tht. 186a—187a). Aris- 
totle denied reason to animals and made such discriminations a function of the faculty 
of perception alone. As early as Alcinous’ Didaskalikos we find the claim that sensa- 
tion involves opinion-based reason (doxastikos logos) (156.8-11). The converse of this 
would simply be the claim that opinion is a kind of rational sensation. Simplicius [?] 
(in DA 187.30) suggests that there is a specifically human form of rational sensation 
which is able to cognize itself. He further reports that Iamblichus thought that our 
sense perception was homonymous with the kind of sense perception found in other 
creatures which ‘inclines toward the body’. It would make sense for Proclus to endow 
the universe — a far better thing than us — with sense perception at least as rational as 
ours. See Sorabji (1993). 
773 For a detailed discussion of the forms of sensation in Proclus, see Blumenthal 
(1982). 
274 Accepting Kroll’s conjecture, pds T& TpOGEY 7} for a lacuna at 83.19. For the premise 
here invoked, see ET 28. 
275 Festugiére seems right to delete the odd feminine article at 83.22 GAA& [1] TO SAOV 
aio8ntov éxouoag év EauTi Kal ofov ouvaio8nols oUoa UGAAOVv. 
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(3) The third kind of perception, being affected by external things, is 
a mixture of persuasion and knowledge: it originates from an affection, 
but ends up in knowledge.?”° 

(4) The final kind of sense is that by means of which knowledge is 
present in the most obscure way, and it is largely passive and borders on 
physical co-affection (sympatheia) and because of this is unable to know 
forms of sensibles. For example, it cannot know that the thing that affects 
it is hot or cold, but only that it is pleasant or painful. Such is the sort of 
perception that Plato gives to plants as the Timaeus goes on (77)b), this 
being only a registering (antilépsis) of pleasure or pain from the sense 
object. 

So since the procession of perception from on high goes like this, 
the cosmos is perceptive in respect of the first sort of perception. For 
as a whole it is itself both a thing that is seen and an eye, since we say 
that the sun is an eye as well as each of the stars. Therefore the whole 
cosmos is both vision and what is visible, and it really is ‘grasped by 
perception and opinion’ (28a2) by virtue of its sensing itself and holding 
opinions concerning itself, for it is grasped by these [sc. perception and 
opinion] in the primary manner. So the knowledge in it is utterly com- 
plete and the sense perception is undivided, and the universe is all things: 
sense object, sense organ and sense, just as the Demiurge is his intellect, 
activity of thinking (noésis) and object of thought (moéton). Just as the par- 
ticular bodies have been brought together by the universal body, so too in 
the universal sense the many [individual] senses are encompassed. [This 
kind of perception] does not know [only]*7’ the colours or the sounds 
of sensible things, but rather the whole essence of them in as much as 
it is end mattered and individual (atomos), because it possesses the sensi- 
ble essence and is sensible in itself rather than merely possessing them 
accidentally. 

As that which is always intelligible is not in one way intelligible and 
in another not, but entirely intelligible — not by that which intelligizes 
in a divisible or partial manner of course, but by the divine intellect — in 
the same manner the generated sensible is also not in one way sensible 
but in another not sensible, but rather is wholly so. (Though again, this 
is not the case for us who perceive in a divisible or partial manner, but it 
is so for the total living creature in which the universal sense is located.) 
For as the thought of the gods is one thing, but that of particular living 


276 Cf. TIL. 286.2 ff. on this form of sensation. 

277 For the supplement, see 86.17-20. Though Proclus writes: kai ovyi Ta ypaopata Kal 
Tous Wopous ylyvaokel THV aicOnTéyv, in light of what he goes on to say he must mean 
that the world’s perceptual capacity does not merely know the colours and sounds of 
the sensibles in it. It knows this, of course, but also a great deal more. 
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things is another, so too the perception of the gods is one thing and that 
of particular living things is another: the one also knows the particular 
sensible essence, while the other knows only the things that pertain to 
the essence.?7® 

The cosmos, then, has the first kind of sensation which is non- 
discursive (ametabatos), unified by the object of knowledge, complete, 
and established in actuality. But the living things that are universal and 
exempt from generation’? have been allotted the second kind of sense 
perception. Because they are parts of the universe, their sense proceeds 
over the whole, for there is something external to them. But because 
they transcend generation, they encompass the sense object only in an 
active manner that is free from passivity. 

Butas for the particular living things, as many as have had communion 
with generation and make use of organs by ‘luminous vehicles’, these 
have the mixed form of sensation which comes to be from affection and 
knowledge. 

Last there are what we might call the final living things, such as plants, 
which participate in the traces of life and do not entirely have sense 
but rather participate in it, possessing even this in an affective manner 
(77ab). 

So since there are different forms of sensation — one kind being of 
the whole, while another is of particular things, and while one knows 
the essences, the other knows the images of sensible things — since this 
is SO, it is not necessary to be dismayed when Plato deprives the cosmos 
of all the particular sense organs. For hearing [in the world soul] is not 
divided off from vision. Nor for that matter is hearing separate from 
sight even in our own animal spirits’®° (pneuma) as we said (82.9), but 


278 Te. the accidents. Cf. Simplicius in Phys. 232.15 t& pév oUpBeBNKOTE Trepi TAs OUCIAS 
yetaBaAAetar and in DA 276.26 T& Trepi Tas OUTIas TON Kai oUUPEBNKOTA. 

279 Festugiére suggests that Proclus has in mind the stars. 

280 The mention of pnewma is odd here. It certainly doesn’t seem to advert to anything in 
the text of Aristotle that Proclus goes on to quote. Breath is discussed in On Sleep, but 
not in connection with the common sense and the unity of the various sense modalities. 
The explanation, I believe, can be found later in III. 236.31-238.26. There Proclus 
takes up the question of whether the non-rational soul and the pneumatic vehicle of the 
soul are mortal or immortal. Proclus follows Syrianus in supposing that the Demiurge 
creates the ‘summits’ of the irrational life and one of the soul’s vehicles. However, the 
younger gods (Tim. 41a—d) create a further mortal manifestation of this irrational life 
and a mortal vehicle intermediate between the immortal vehicle and our fleshy bodies. 
Concerning the perception that occurs in the immortal psychic vehicle, Proclus writes: 
‘Therefore the single and impassive sense [created by the Demiurge in the immortal 
soul when he gives it the summits of irrational life] generates a sense in the pneumatic 
vehicle which is single but passive, which in turn generates in the fleshy body a sense 
which is multiple and passive’ (in Tim. III. 237.24-7). Note that Proclus feels free to 
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instead the sense is really a single thing and the sense organ in the strict 
sense is one thing, as Aristotle says (Sommn. Vig. 455422). Therefore the 
cosmos requires neither eyes to extend its vision to what is external to 
it, nor ears to take in anything from the outside. Instead it is both eye 
and the thing seen, ear and the thing heard, and the single sense in it 
knows all the sensible objects. For where would the single sense in us — 
which is prior to the many — come from unless it be from the universe? 
The universe knows the beauty in itself through sight and the harmony 
extended through the whole of itself through hearing. Therefore the 
universe has no need of eyes with which to see, nor of ears to hear. It also 
has this eyeless character in virtue of being an image of the intelligible 
god in relation to which it has been moulded. For Orpheus also says this, 
that Love has no eyes: 


Cherishing by his breast swift, eyeless Love. 
(Orph. fr. 82, Kern) 


So surely then the universe is connected through love to the things 
that come before it, seeing the beauty in these things through the beauty 
in itself; but this seeing is not accomplished with particular senses. 


v. The fifth gift of the Demiurge: self-sufficiency 


There was no air around it that it might be required to breathe; nor did it 
need to have any sort of organ by which it could take nourishment into 
itself or again any organ with which to expel what it had previously 
digested. For since there was nothing else, there would be nothing to 
come to it or leave it from anywhere. Nourishment was present to it from 
its own waste, and it came about from its design that all things that it 
experienced or did were experienced in it and done by it. For its builder 
thought it better for it to be self-sufficient rather than in need of 
something else besides itself. (3 3¢3—-d3) 


A. Theoria 


Through these words he takes away two other kinds of sensation from 
the universe: smell and taste. It doesn’t have the former because the 
universe would not have respiration, for that which breathes requires a 
sense of smell. (This is so in this case, even though it is not true that 
everything that has a sense of smell is such as to breathe. Nonetheless 


bring in Aristotle as someone who shares this view (III. 238.20)! Could it be that in 
the passage at hand he wants to draw in even the Stoics to testify to the unitary nature 
of the faculty of sense perception? Cf. the quotation from Chrysippus reproduced by 
Calcidius in his Timaeus commentary (220 = SVF II. 879). 
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the animals with a sense of smell that do breathe are more perfect than 
those who do not (cf. II. 87.13)). Therefore this sense is taken away 
from the universe. As for the latter case, he takes the sense of taste away 
because the universe does not need to eat; for [only] animals which are 
nourished are in need of a sense of taste. 

Well, then we may again ask, ‘How can this be?’ Isn’t it like this: the 
particular senses do not pertain to the universe, but there is a single, 
simple sense which is cognizant (gnéristikos) of all the things in it: the 
colours, sounds, tastes, odours, qualities, being themselves the essences 
of sensible things as they are in an underlying subject. For if the sin- 
gle sense in us makes use of all the particular senses and knows all [the 
particular sensibles] by virtue of the same thing (kata tauton), how much 
more then must the cosmos know at one time all the various sensibles by 
virtue of one /ogos and a single sense! Therefore, because it is one thing 
by virtue of its essence and in just the same way it has been allotted a 
shape that is uniform, so too it has a single sense that encompasses all the 
sense objects.”*! After all, it also has a single nature that brings together 
all the bodies and makes them alive. These then are the teachings (dog- 
muta) pertaining to the universe. Let us proceed by addressing particular 
points. 


1. Smell and respiration 


First then there is the inspired manner (daimoniés) in which he traces the 
use of smell back to respiration, but not to the discrimination of good 
<and bad>** odours, thus providing the more encompassing cause as 
something to do with our respiration. For whenever we sense good or 
bad odours, we are breathing. But it is not the case that whenever we 
are breathing we encounter these things. Respiration is thus more nat- 
ural and more inclusive than the defining feature of smell, since such 
animals as have the ability to smell but do not breathe because they lack 
lungs are less complete than those that do breathe.** It is thus quite 
reasonable that he has made his argument from the case of the animals 


281 The reference to shape is meant to suggest an analogy with the perfect spherical shape 


of the world’s body. As the sphere includes all the regular solids that are assigned to 
the elements (in Tim. II. 71.1-10), so too the World’s single sense faculty encompasses 
all the objects of the individual senses. 

Accepting Kroll’s conjecture at 87.3: Td&v eUwSdav <Kai SuowSav> SidKpioi. 
Aristotle notes that fish and insects can smell but do not breathe (Sens. 443a2) since 
things that lack lungs do not breathe (PA 3.7). Alexander brings the references together 
in his commentary (in Sens. 90.1-20) though he does not make Proclus’ claim about 
the relative completeness or perfection of such creatures. The scholiast to M (II. 327.1) 
notes only the insects. 
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that are more complete. The argument goes like this: if the universe is 
to have the capacity to smell, then it would likewise need to have these 
[capacities], just like in the case where the more complete of the animals 
with a sense of smell also have the capacity to breathe. 


2. Taste and nourishment 


Second, he has referred the use of taste to [the capacity of] nourishment. 
For nature has established this as a criterion for the flavours through 
which the things that are nourished actually grow. Plato’s use of the 
word digested is expressive of this fact. Now the cosmos does not need 
nourishment from outside, but rather it provides itself with nourishment 
and grows on its own by supplying waste to itself. It does this in the first 
instance, if you like, by a division into two parts: the heavens, on the 
one hand, cause growth and change in all things, while the things in the 
region below the moon are affected by growth and decay. For in this lower 
region the generation of one thing is the destruction of another, but the 
motion of the heavens is the cause of each process.”*4 

Next, the heavens themselves are receptive to both growth and decay 
in an analogous way in virtue of their movements — movements such 
as rising and settings [of heavenly bodies], manifestations and hidden 
elevations, the dejections of visible heavenly bodies and changes in their 
illumination - through which the things in heavens give off and receive 
something, just as the things in the sublunary region also do, for genesis is 
directed by these things. But keep in mind that the things above the level 
of the moon have only an analogous kind of growth and decay, while the 
things below the moon are receptive of both of these essentially (kata tén 
ousian). Vhe moon itself, on the other hand, is really a kind of boundary 
or isthmus*®s between these regions, showing that it is a principle of 
change in itself through the waxing and waning of its light. For in the 
case of the things that are prior to the moon, the same form remains 
in all respects through their “growth and decay”. But in the case of the 
things that come after the moon, their entire existence is naturally such 
as to ebb and flow; while in the case of the moon, the essence remains 
while the external light (to exéthen phés) is changed according to the 
waxing and waning — something which does not happen in the case of 
the luminous objects that occur above the level of the moon. Therefore it 
is not necessary to say that the heavens are fed from exhalations as some 


284 The general view is familiar from Aristotle GC 2.10. It is also present in ps.-Ocellus, 
On the nature of the universe 36, 1-14, a work to which Proclus has referred earlier. 

285 Cf. I. 104.19: ‘They say that the moon is a middle term in as much as it is an isthmus 
between the divine and the generated.’ 
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people think.**° For things that are in need of an influx from outside 
or are capable of being added to or reduced do not possess indissoluble 
bonds.**? Therefore the heavens remain immutable, just as the ancients 
Proclus of Mallos and Philonides said.*** And among the more recent 
philosophers, all the Platonists of the school of Plotinus say this too. 

For how [by the mention of nourishment in the lemma] could he have 
even intended to make a statement about the nourishment of the heavens 
and stars when he hasn’t given us an account of their generation yet? It 
actually seems that only the elements have had a generation so far, and 
looking at them and the way in which they pervade each other and the 
fact that all things are in all, he has called this mutual interpenetration 
‘nourishment’ — something which the very universe undergoes through 
its own agency and does to itself by virtue of the fact that its constituents 
all share in one another. So when he establishes the other heavenly bod- 
ies, Plato then introduces their illumination and the association that all 
things have with one another on account of these bodies. Therefore 
Plato is presently only looking at the composition of the universe from 
the four elements, but then having seen that there is some sort of mutual 
association among them, he said that the destruction of some parts of 
the universe is the nourishment of others. But what each of these is is 
not now obvious, though this much is presently clear: that all things 
give [something] to one another in order that the universe may become 
one, and [all things are] in one another with the result that they nourish 
one another, and this takes place without any diminution on the part of 
the things themselves. After all, everything is in earth and everything is 
in fire and everything is in the middle elements. In this way the whole 
cosmos is nourished through its own agency by parts of itself since it has 
all things in all. But now let us consider what needs to be said about the 
text we are discussing. 


B. Lexis 


If nothing is added to the universe, there is no body external to it. If 
nothing leaves the universe, there is no void outside the cosmos. For 
such a void would be pointless if it were receptive of nothing, [for it 


286 Diehl refers this to Philolaus DK A18 (= ps.-Plutarch Plac. Phil. Il. 5). It is unclear to 
me that this text is apposite, since it says that the cosmos is fed by exhalations from the 
moon and the sun. 

287 Perhaps Proclus here alludes to Tim. 432. In this passage, it is specifically said that 
the souls of the Younger Gods created by the Demiurge possess indissoluble bonds. 
But the whole sensible cosmos is itself a created god, so it is reasonable to infer that 
its bonds are also of this sort. 

288 Nothing is known of these philosophers. 
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would not be needed] as that which in fact received the cosmos [was 
needed].’°° This conclusion about the non-existence of the void was 
one which was particularly welcomed by Aristotle, who both did away 
with the actual void and also maintained that the universe was one of a 
kind.*9° That nothing is added to or leaves the universe Plato argued for 
first by the words there was nothing else. The conclusion that nothing 
leaves from it comes from the fact that its own decay is made the suitable 
nourishment for the universe. So, while having no organs for feeding, it 
has nourishment in itself and it itself is at the same time the food and that 
which is nourished. This is surely parallel to the way in which it lacks 
sensation of anything external to it, yet has sensation extended within 
itself and is itself a sense-object to itself. The fact that Plato wished 
the same argument to hold good for both these cases is, I think, clearly 
shown from his saying that all things that it experienced or did were 
experienced in it and done by it. And if all the things that happen are 
actions or undergoings of the universe in itself and by its own agency, 
then neither decay nor destruction must be said to be evils simpliciter. 
For if the blessed person does no evil to himself, how less likely is this in 
the case of the universe? This divine [conclusion] is an additional bonus 
that ought to be drawn from the account before us. 

And [with the words from its design (techné)]’°' he has turned back 
upon the true cause of all the things in the worldly (perikosmios) realm, 
namely the demiurgic craft and the perfective (te/esiourgos) origin of 
wholes. For from up there (ekeithen) the craft goes down to the demiurgic 
order. It is for this reason that the Oracles have called the Demiurge of 
the universe ‘skilled craftsman (ergotechnités)’*?* — an epithet which Plato 
splits into two phrases. At one time he calls the works of the Demi- 
urge in the cosmos ‘works of which I am the creator and father’ (4147), 
just as the Oracles also say ‘For after he thought his works (erga), the 


289 89.4-5: UaTHV yap av ein, uNSevds dv Sextikov, kabdrep TO TOV KOoUOV SeEcuevov. The 
argument is directed against the Stoic belief in extra-cosmic void. Cf. Simplic. in Cael. 
284.28 ff. I have supplemented the translation in this way because Proclus supposes 
that there is in fact something that receives the cosmos. This is space — the incorporeal 
body whose substance is light and which comes after the World Soul. 

The connection between these two is spelled out in Cae/. 279a12-18: because there is 
no void outside the cosmos, there is no place for another cosmos to be. 

Festugiére is right to note that 1éAw 6 in 89.21 does not indicate that Proclus is 
returning to a previous point, but rather that he is taking up the examination of a new 
phrase from the lemma. I have translated in such a way as to make clear what this new 
point is. 

Or. Chald. 33 (Majercik); also quoted at in Tim. I. 12.16: “Thus the skill which exists 
within the Demiurge both remains within him and is himself, according to which he 


9 


is called “skilled worker” by the Oracles, and “Craftsman of a fiery cosmos”. 
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self-generated paternal Intellect . . .’*°3 But elsewhere he calls the activ- 
ity of the Demiurge a craft (techné) by reference to which the goal of 
the universe’s self-sufficiency has been defined. For since he is good, 
the Demiurge made everything as much like himself as possible (Tim. 
29e) and this means that all things are complete and self-sufficient, since 
self-sufficiency is an element of the good. But even though the cos- 
mos has the potential to look after itself, it has not in any way been 
divorced from its maker through this self-sufficiency. Rather it has been 
to a greater degree unified with him. For the more self-sufficient it is, to 
that degree it is rendered even more similar to its creator. But the greater 
the degree to which it has been made similar, it is to that extent more 
completely united with the demiurgic goodness. Therefore the universe 
is self-sufficient in as much as it is [its own] sense-object and zor in need 
of other sense-objects — this is the term applied to such things — but it 
is in need of gods, in as much as it is always being filled up by them. Or 
perhaps it would better to say that nothing is in need of them in the sense 
that it Jacks them, for the divine is present at all points and the universe 
has been prepared to serve as a receptacle of divine goods. Therefore, 
just as the Similar is better than the Dissimilar (33b8) according to the 
‘judgement of Zeus’ (Laws 757b6, cf. II. 78.28), so too self-sufficiency 
is more divine than need. For self-sufficiency rules among the gods and 
Similarity dominates in the realm of being. This is yet another teaching 
of the great Zeus. 


C. The organs of touch 


But he thought it pointless to attach hands to the world with which it 
could grasp or ward off anything. Nor did it need feet or any support to 
stand on. (33d3—-34a1) 


‘Touch is the last of the senses. Generally speaking animals participate 
in this capacity with respect to the whole of their bodies, but partic- 
ularly with respect to the hands. For the hands are most sensitive to 
touch,’** as is seen from their activity. Furthermore the hands provide 
us with two uses — for through them we both receive the things that 
are delightful, but we also ward off the things that cause us pain. But 
the universe is not able to grasp anything, for it has all that which it 
wants. Nor is it able to ward off anything that might hurt it because 
there is nothing alien to it. Therefore it should not require hands. For 


793 Or. Chald. 39 (Majercik), quoted at greater length at II. 54.10-16. 

294 The superlative, baptikétaton, is unusual. It occurs once in Aristotle (PA 660a21) but 
he claims that the tongue is most sensitive to touch, since it is the main organ of taste 
and taste is a kind of touch. 
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neither nature nor god makes anything in vain, as Aristotle says (Cvel. 
271433). So it turns out to be quite reasonable that the Demiurge has 
not provided it with its own hands, for this would be pointless. 

But since what is productive of motion — I mean what is productive 
of motion in a physical manner — depends upon that which is sensitive, 
the dialogue moves from a discussion of sense organs to a discussion of 
the means of propulsion in a manner that is at the same time appropriate 
and well-reasoned. For the feet were prepared as organs to facilitate 
motion in a straight line, and the other parts are subservient to the 
activity of taking steps — that is, other parts such as the leg, the knee, 
the thigh and so on. But it is impossible for the universe to move in 
a straight line, for there is no void outside the universe, as was shown 
earlier (II. 73.26—74.6). Thus these parts— the ones for propulsion and the 
organs of sense — are taken away from the universe for these reasons. It 
must be reiterated that in this passage when Plato takes away the organs 
that relate to movement, he takes away only the feet, but not the wings, 
because these are sufficient for the movement of the more complete or 
perfect kinds of animals; and Plato in doing this acts in the same manner 
as he did in the case of smell and respiration.*® 

Furthermore, one must reiterate that although these things [sc. the 
organs of motion or sensation] are in no way present in the universe, 
there exist sensation and movement in another manner. For since it 
includes everything that is sensible in some way in it, and since it itself 
is the first sensible thing, the universe has a single sense conjoining it 
to such a sensible object. The case is parallel to the way in which the 
intuitive thinking of the Demiurge has been conjoined to the whole 
intelligible [region] and is said to ‘engulf the universe’ in it.?°° In this 


95 Presumably the wings in question are those that are assigned to the soul itself in 
Phaedrus. The argument seems meant to parallel the one at II. 87.1-13. There the 
removal of respiration and smell take place together in spite of the fact that there are 
some animals that have the power to smell but lack respiration. According to Proclus, 
Plato is reasoning from the case of the more perfect animals in which these capacities 
go together. Here too, then, taking away the feet is sufficient for taking away the power 
of rectilinear motion, in spite of the fact that some lesser animals manage rectilinear 
motion by means of wings, not feet. 

Cf. I. 324.14-325.24 and the further discussion of ingestion at 93.16 ff. The ingestion or 
engulfing of one god by another is a recurrent theme in the Orphic Rhapsodic Theogony. 
Kronos, who is ruler among the gods prior to Zeus, swallows the male offspring of his 
union with Rhea (frs. 58, 132, 138, 146), save for Zeus. Rhea gives Kronos a stone in 
place of Zeus and this causes him to vomit up the other gods he has swallowed (147). 
Having deposed and castrated Kronos, Zeus (identified by Proclus with the Demiurge) 
swallows Phanes (identified with the intelligible god). Within him all things are unified 
and become one within Zeus’s belly (167). Vomiting all these things up, he becomes 
the creator of the present world. See West (1983), 70-5. 
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way, ‘the cosmos engulfs itself by its perception of itself and encircles 
the knowable by its innate (symphyés) knowledge. But it also includes 
in a different manner powers analogous to hands, digestive organs and 
breath. After all, it has the power to rule over and to guard all things, 
and these are its hands. It includes progressively more perfective orders 
(taxis), and these are analogous to digestive parts.*9’ Finally, it has 
received enlivening causes which are analogous to the parts associated 
with breathing. 

Moreover, it also has other powers, some of which fill it up with invis- 
ible causes while others connect it to the intelligible light. Of the latter, 
some powers have a structure (/ogos) analogous to vision, while others are 
analogous to touch. ‘To those who consider it both physically and theo- 
logically, the cosmos has a motion analogous to the kind of sensation it 
possesses. For as its own sensation is of itself, so too its internal motion 
proceeds in a circle around itself. In both cases it possesses these fea- 
tures through being assimilated to the paradigm. For in the case of the 
paradigm there was both intuitive thought that converges upon itself, 
and life that revolves around itself, and knowledge that is neither discur- 
sive (kata metabasin) nor divided into parts (kata merismon), but is instead 
entirely complete (autote/és) and united to the intelligibles themselves. 
The intellect up there at that level is that sort of thing — being in action 
prior to activity (pro energeias energén) — because it has never proceeded 
but abides ‘in the Paternal Abyss’ and in the innermost sanctuary through 
‘the god-nourishing silence [of the Fathers]’.?* 


vi. The sixth gift of the Demiurge: a motion appropriate 
to intellect 


For he assigned it a motion appropriate for its body — of the seven [kinds 
of motion] the one that is particularly relevant to intellect and wisdom. 


(34a1-3). 


A. Theoria 


Among the ancient philosophers, some supposed that the cosmos 
reverted upon the intellect and credited its motion to the love of this 


297 Perhaps what Proclus has in mind is that the progressively more perfect orders within 
the cosmos (in the manner in which, for instance, heavenly forms of fire are more per- 
fect than those found below) are analogous to the progressive refinement of nutriment 
in the process of digestion. 

298 Or Chald. 18 and 16 (Majercik). In the latter case, I have filled out the quotation from 
the longer citation in Proclus’ in Crat. 63.25-6. 
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primary object of desire, and said that nothing goes down into the cosmos 
from the intellect. In this manner they deprived intellect of its capac- 
ity to be productive and gave it a status equivalent to things that fill us 
with desire to see them. But such things have no capacity to engender 
anything in virtue of their own natures [as visually appealing objects].*?? 
Now others among the ancients agreed that intellect or soul or what- 
ever it was above the world did something to it, but they did not grant 
motion to the cosmos as something innate and appropriate, and instead 
said that it was led to revolve in a circle only extrinsically. This latter 
view is one Aristotle knocked on the head as a theory that destroys the 
everlasting character of the universe: for that which happens by force is 
not everlasting.3°° 

But Plato, on the other hand, has been saved from both of these 
kinds of mistake. He gives motion to the cosmos as something innate 
and appropriate and also provides evidence of its demiurgic cause. This 
motion is the sixth demiurgic gift to the cosmos (cf. I. 5.24 ff.) - a 
motion that imitates intellect and which we say3°" it has both in virtue 
of itself and also from the father. For the word assigned sends us back 
up to the paternal cause (for that from which the universe gets its being 
(ousia) is also the source of its natural motion). But a motion appropri- 
ate for its body refers to the distinctive nature of the cosmos through 
which it motivates itself to move in this fashion by its own agency. 
For it has a certain self-motion in virtue of its life, and in virtue of 
its shape (which is spherical) it has something appropriate to circular 
motion.3° 

Perhaps even if only one of these were given, the other one would 
have been implied as well. For if you were to say that the motion 


299 One is tempted to suppose that the target here is Aristotle: the description of thought 
thinking itself (i.e. intellect) as the prime mover — mover that causes motion by virtue of 
being an object of desire — seems consistent with Metaphysics 12.7-9. At in Tim. I. 266.28 
Proclus claims that ‘the peripatetics’ make the creator of the world separate, but do not 
make him an efficient cause (poiétikos) but rather a final one (te/ikos). Following Syrianus 
(in Metaph. 117.25-118.11), Proclus claims that Aristotle should have followed his own 
reasoning on infinite power (Phys. 8.10) to the conclusion that god is both the cause of 
the world’s motion and also its beginningless existence (I. 267.16-268.6). It is unclear 
to me whether the present passage about depriving the intellect of generative power 
is part of this complaint or a separate one. See Steel (1987) and Sorabji (1990). 
Proclus here puts together two separate arguments from Aristotle’s De Cvelo: first that 
unnatural motion cannot be eternal (26gb5—14) and second that motion introduced by 
an external force counts as unnatural (301b16-21). 

Festugiére suggests <pauév> where Diehl has <gaoi>. 

Diehl inserts tiv after thv Conv in 93.2. I follow Cornford (1957), 95 and Festugiére 
in omitting this and read instead: éye1 yap TI kal adds Kal KaTe TH Goot\y avToKivnToV 
Kal KATA TO OX TNA OPaipoeldés Sv TrPOS TiV KUKAw Kivnolv CikEiov. 
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is appropriate to the universe, where else would it have got it except 
from the father by whom it also got its essence? But to take the other 
case, if Plato had merely said that the motion of the cosmos was given 
from the Demiurge, then since the Demiurge is intellect and deter- 
mines all things in accordance with their worth, the cosmos would have 
been the recipient of a form of motion entirely appropriate to it. But 
surely the philosopher has woven both explanations together in order 
that we may see the similarity of the cosmos to the Demiurge. For 
as the Demiurge himself thinks himself and turns upon himself and sees 
the intelligibles in his activity in relation to them (which in turn become 
the centre of the demiurgic thinking),3°3 so too in the case of the 
cosmos: it is carried around itself and converges upon} itself and dances 
(choreuei) around its middle (which has become the centre of cosmic 
motion). And in the same manner in which the Demiurge is said to 
engulf the intelligible [cosmos] and retire (chérein) into himself, the cos- 
mos surely also encloses the centre of itself in itself. For when the theolo- 
gians3°> talk about one god engulfing another, this is a kind of enclosing. 
When an ancestor is said to engulf or ingest someone, this signifies that 
they comprehend the intelligibles in an intellective manner (ta noéta 
noeros perilambanein), but when it is one of the offspring that does the 
engulfing, they comprehend the intellectual things intelligibly (ta noera 
noétos). ‘This is because, as they go forth, the things that have generated 
them revert again upon themselves and completely maintain their own 
integrity.3°° Well, then, the universe has imitated both of these. First, in 
as much as it revolves around the centre and includes the centre within 
itself, it imitates the ingestion of an ancestor. In the other case, in so far 
as it includes those things that are generative of itself in itself (where 
Plato says nourishment was present to it from its own waste) and 
having undergone division by itself, it again withdraws into itself — in 
these respects it imitates the comprehension of sons in fathers. These 
things have been stated for the sake of the analogy between the universe 
and the two fathers. 


3°3 Cf. Plat. Theol. V. 25.20-26.1. 

3°4 Reading tpds éxutov ouvvevel at 93.15 for Tpds éouToOv veUer. Earlier (II. 73.22, 77.26, 
92.3) both the spherical shape of the cosmos and the motion of intellect are said to 
converge upon themselves — ouvveverv. veveiv is a verb the Neoplatonists typically use for 
‘decline’. Cf. Plotinus II. 9.4 and Proclus in Tim. I. 251.12: ‘to decline toward sensible 
things’. 

3°35 Cf. n. 294 above. 

306 Cf. ET 30: when B proceeds from A, B remains in A in a certain sense and A is not 
thereby diminished. 
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B. The seven kinds of motion 


But look here: how in these words one of Aristotle’s fundamental princi- 
ples (Cael. 302b7) — that the motion of simple bodies is itself simple — is 
once again anticipated. First, therefore, the body in the cosmos which is 
simpler than the others is moved with a circular motion, as is appropri- 
ate. Next, the whole universe is also moved in a circle, for the bodies that 
come after the simplest body are circulated as much as possible.3°” For 
what else can ‘appropriate’ be other than ‘natural’? But what is natural 
is the motion of the universe in a circle that results from its essence. For 
as it was allotted a spherical shape, it turns out that the natural motion 
is circular. 

Furthermore, circular motion has no opposite (Cael. 286a3). For since 
there are seven kinds of local motion — in a circle, upward, downward, to 
the left and to the right, toward the front and toward the back (Tim 43b) — 
one can see that six of these motions would have opposites (for those 
motions are opposite which are to and from opposite places), but circular 
motion transcends all oppositions. When rectilinear motion is brought 
about and sustained by circular motion, as mechanics shows,}°° how 
could one say that one of these motions is opposite to it? After all, one 
opposite is the agent of destruction for the other opposite, not that from 
which it is engendered! 

Nor does Plato stop his account there, but having mentioned the 
defining feature of circular motion, he has shown its amazing superiority 
to the other forms of motion. He called it after3°? the [motion] relevant 
to intellect and wisdom, and not in a simple way, but he added the 


3°7 Festugiére suggests that we follow MPQ in omitting év in 93.32-94.2: TP@TOV ovV TO 
év TH KOOUM OHA THv GAAav E&trAovoTepov [Sv] Kiveitai Thy KUKAD Kivfnolv os Cikelav, 
eita Kal 6Aov 16 TH: Kal yap TO WET’ Exeivo KUKAIZETOI KATE SUVauiVv. Failure to do so, 
he claims, introduces an unintelligible opposition between the World Body (16 év t@ 
kOoug oGpa presumably) and the Universe (6Aov 16 trav). It is unclear to me why td 
év 16 KOoU@ Spa might not designate the material of the heavens, albeit not very 
exactly. td&v GAAwv &trAovoTepov Sv then makes the point that since this body is simpler 
than the others, it is moved with a circular motion. This motion is then transferred to 
all the bodies below it. I am inclined to agree that MPQ is better, but it is unclear that 
Diehl’s text is ‘unintelligible’ as Festugiére claims. 
How does circular motion bring about and sustain rectilinear motion? Presumably 
Proclus has in mind the idea that the circular motions of the heavenly bodies stir up 
and maintain the rectilinear motions of bodies in the sublunary realm. The idea that 
this is a conclusion of ‘mechanics’ may hark back to Alexander’s wide use of ‘mechanics’ 
for ‘the science of things that come to be and pass away’ (in Metaph. 251.33), though 
Proclus’ own account of the scope of mechanics at in Euc. 41.3 is much narrower. 
3°9 Note Proclus’ use of the verb étrovouddery, the verb that Plato uses when he says the 
sensibles are ‘called after’ Forms. If x participates in the F itself, then x is called after 
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word especially. For of the seven kinds of motion, the circular kind 
imitates intellect and the intellective life in it — having been established 
‘around the same point and proceeding according to one ratio (Jogos) 
and a single order’.3'° It also has a motion in which rest predominates. 
But all remaining kinds of motion imitate the soul. For in the case of 
soul there is the primary transition from one thing to another, and in 
it are present the intelligible from above, but the object of sensation 
from below. And while the circle of the Same moves to the right, the 
circle of the Different moves in the opposite direction. And while it 
has intellect in front of it, soul has nature behind it. For this was how 
its origin was constructed (36c). The circular motion of the soul has 
been made appropriate to intellect in respect of both of these numbers, 
whether you wish to deal with it by reference to the monad or to the 
seven, enumerating the first motion or the seven individual motions. For 
the monad and the seven are particular kinds of intellective number: 
the monad is surely the very intellect, while the seven is the light that 
derives from intellect (to kata noun phés).3"' So because of this as well, the 
intellect around the cosmos (ho perikosmios nous) is both monadic and of 
the nature of seven (bebdomadikos), as is said in the Orphic poems (Orph. 
fr. 276, 313 Kern). 

Furthermore, the monad belongs to the order of Apollo, while seven is 
related to Athena}"* — therefore once again we have intellect and wisdom 
(34a2). As a result, Plato shows that circular motion is dependent upon 
intellect and wisdom through these numbers. But rectilinear motion, on 
the other hand, exhibits its kinship with the defining features of soul 
through the number six. For this number, six, is appropriate to the soul. 
This will be made clear as we go along. But for now let’s go on to the 
next lines from Plato. 


it. When x participates in the F, it is an imitation — in the same way in which in the 
next line Proclus says that circular motion imitates the motion of intellect. 

A loose citation of Laws 8988-10. 

For other uses of this phrase in relation to seven, cf. Plat. Theol. V. 14.13; in Tim. IL. 
271.18 and Damascius in Parm. 130.7. Iamblichus [?] Theol. Arith. traces the iden- 
tification back to early Pythagoreanism but does not really explain it: ‘Philolaus says 
that after mathematical magnitude has become three-dimensional thanks to the tetrad, 
there is the quality and “colour” of visible Nature in the pentad, and ensoulment in 
the hexad, and intelligence and health and what he calls “light” in the hebdomad’ 
(Waterfield, 1988). 

Cf. in Parm. 768.1-7. The epithet and an explanation can be found in Iamblichus [?] 
Theol. Arith. 71.4, and 58.23—59.1. Seven is not the product of any of the other numbers 
in the decad. Nor does it yield any of the numbers in the decad when multiplied by 
another member of the set. Hence it is like Athena in having no mother nor father and 
in being a virgin, i.e. not ‘mingling’ with any of the other gods. 
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Accordingly he caused it to move uniformly (kata tauta) in a circle in the 
same place (em ti autoi), turning round and round within its own limits 
(en heautdi); he took from it all the other six motions and gave it no part 
in their wanderings. And since for this revolution it needed no feet, he 
made it without feet or legs. (3443-8) 


C. Theoria 


It was said earlier (94.17) that intellect and wisdom are the paradigm 
of circular motion. But the account of what this is and how it has been 
modelled on intellect is given in the words of this lemma. For circular 
motion involves being drawn around in its own limits uniformly in the 
same [place]. It is described in the same way both here in what Timaeus 
says and also in the Laws (898a8) by the Athenian Stranger. In these texts, 
the word uniformly means the same thing as the phrase ‘according to 
one ratio (/ogos) and in a single order’. 

But what if the universe were moved in a circular fashion, but also had 
various reversals, as it says in the myth in the Statesman (269a)? In order 
that we should not take it this way, Plato places the word uniformly prior 
to the other words in this sentence. Therefore the Platonist Severus has 
just got it wrong — we’ll speak freely against him on this point — when 
he admits these mythical reversals of the motion of the cosmos, thus 
making the cosmos both generated and also ungenerated. For Plato says 
that the universe moves uniformly and ‘always moves according to one 
ratio and a single order’. But to take this reversal of motion literally does 
away with the single order of motion. But the way in which this rever- 
sal of motion communicates through myth something consistent with 
Plato’s thought has been related in what our teacher has written on this 
dialogue.3"3 

The words in the same [place] (em téi autéi) manifest the change- 
lessness in change and the fact that its [circular] motion is dominated 
by rest. Because there is no void outside the universe and because it is 
nonetheless necessary for the universe to be moved since it is a natural 
body — for nature is a principle of motion — it is moved around itself and 
is turned about in the same place. For the volume of the universe occu- 
pies the whole place and the parts of its extension are occupied by the 
parts of the universe, and while, considered as a whole, it is changeless, 
there is nonetheless transposition from place to place by virtue of [the 
movement of] its parts. 


3%3 It is unclear whether this refers to a commentary that Syrianus wrote on the Timaeus, 
as Diehl (vol. III, index, s.v. Syrianus) suggests, or to one on the Statesman. 
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The words within its own limits — by these words [he shows] the 
mutual replacement (antimetastasis) of its parts. For it is not required 
that anything else be displaced in order for its own movement to take 
place, but rather it gives way to itself (parachérein) and takes its own 
place. As a result, it is moved within its own limits by virtue of the 
motion of its parts in this process of reciprocal replacement. Therefore 
you have through the word uniformly the property of being everlasting; 
through the words in the same place that which is unchanging; and 
through the words within its own limits the form of change. From all 
of these things one can see that circular motion is ceaseless, since the 
thing remains in the same place and its motion is accomplished through 
the process of the parts giving way to one another. Since circular motion 
has this character, it is clear that it is most similar to intellect: intellect 
cognizes eternally and it has been founded over the same order. It is also 
the case that all the intellectual objects in it are at the maximal level of 
activity (energétikotatos) and possess a waking life (z6¢ agrypnos). This then 
is clear. 

This aspect of Plato’s discussion might be justly deemed to be amaz- 
ing — that when he is talking about the being (ousia) of the universe, 
he models it on the Intelligible Living Being, but now when he holds 
forth concerning its motion, he brings the similarity back up to Intel- 
lect. In doing so he provides us with the proportion between them: as 
the intelligible has the status (/ogos) of being, so intellect has the status of 
activity. He said that the universe is spherical in shape, but nonetheless 
here has assigned to it movement in a circle and turning around. This 
is because it seems to be moved in a circle with respect to the largest 
circle in it.3'*+ But he has added the words turning round and round for 
the sake of accuracy, since a cylinder is also moved in a circle when it is 
rolled. He also says that the [other] six motions are taken away from 
the universe, for the circular motion is a property most distinctive to it, 
since forward <and backward> motion belongs to the stars <and the 
planets>.3"5 The cosmos is thus really something that doesn’t wander 
around (ontés aplanés), not only because the motion of its highest parts} "° 
is of this sort, but because it is moved through a motion that is single 
and simple. 


314 Perhaps Proclus has in mind the circular motion of the equator (cf. Cleomedes, 102.4). 
Every plane that passes through the centre of a sphere describes a circle of equal 
diameter on the circumference. In that sense, there is no single greatest circle in the 
sphere. 

3%5 Accepting Kroll’s supplement for a lacuna at 97.7: iSioTtatov yap é’ avTOU ToUTI éoTIy, 
éttel Tois Te GoTPOIs UTTAPYXEI Kal <ToOIS TAGYTOI TO STrIOGEV Kai> TO EuTTPOOFEV. 

316 Festugiére supposes that Proclus has in mind here the pole which remains fixed, 
cf. 75.25-7 above. 
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It is also necessary to pay attention to this: how it is that the form 
of motion [i.e. the inerrant kind] that belongs to the most important 
[part] of the universe was said to have been given to it by the Father as 
something fitting to the whole cosmos. For all the others have a share 
in the circular motion of the cosmos. And it is true that the inerrant 
(aplanés) character of this motion is clearer in some cases, but more 
obscure in others. For example, the streams that flow beneath the earth 
are carried along in a disorderly manner and are said in particular to be 
wandering in various ways at different times. But the sublunary elements 
which are moved from here to there naturally partake to a lesser degree 
of this wandering character, for it is by virtue of going from one place 
to another that things are said to wander. Finally there are the divine 
bodies in the heavens [sc. the planets] and they wander even less than 
the sublunary elements; for in as much as their motion occurs in respect 
of breadth and depth, they wander, but in so far as the motion is smooth, 
orderly and takes place according to a single ratio, it is a regular or 
inerrant motion. But the cosmos itself might be called ‘inerrant’ in the 
most proper sense because it is said not to be receptive of the reflection 
of the other kinds of motion. Further, if one wanted to divide the class of 
things that are incorporeal, the ones which have an irrational life really 
(diapherontés) wander in various ways, not possessing a measure of their 
activities intrinsically (aph’ heautés). The sort of soul that merely has 
correct opinion (orthodoxastiké psyché) wanders less than the irrational, 
though even it strays in a sense through its ignorance of the cause.3"7 
But further still, the extent to which the kind of soul that has scientific 
knowledge errs is even less than that of the soul with merely true beliefs. 
For in this case only the mutable form of its life makes it stray. Since 
it hasn’t oriented itself toward one intelligible object, it comes to be in 
different forms at different times. Only intellect is inerrant in its essence, 
since it is always thinking the same thing, and is directed toward the 
same thing, and is active concerning the same thing. Therefore, the 
cosmos which imitates the intellect in its motion is plausibly said to be 
genuinely inerrant, being made to exhibit the same uniform revolution 
perpetually. And surely by virtue of being moved in this fashion, it is in 
no way necessary for it to have feet added to it or generally speaking 
any sort of organs for movement. For this reason, the universe came 
to be without feet or legs. The theologians who want to indicate this 
to us somehow have customarily called the creator of body ‘the lame 


3%7 Proclus here alludes to the discussion of straying statues and correct opinion in Meno 
97e. There knowledge is tentatively distinguished from correct opinion by virtue of the 
fact that the former, but not the latter, has an account of the cause — an aitias logismos. 
The adjective orthodoxastikos is a late Neoplatonic neologism. 
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god’ Ul. 1.607). And further to this, when the gods laugh at him with 
unquenchable laughter (//. 1.599) he indicates by this laughter that their 
providence has been made to rule ceaselessly among the things in the 
cosmos.31® 


All this then being the plan devised by the god who exists eternally for 
the god who will at some time be, he made it smooth and even all over, at 
equal distance from the centre, a whole and complete body which is itself 
composed from perfect bodies. (Tim. 343-8) 


D. Theoria 


In an imitation of the one intellect and the kind of thought that encom- 
passes wholes in one thing, the account draws everything to the same 
[point] and brings everything together in a single summation — the mak- 
ing of the corporeal composite. So it is necessary now for us to rec- 
ollect what has been said earlier. Certainly it was said that when the 
elements were harmonized through proportion, all things were received 
into the cosmos; and that the universe became a whole composed out 
of wholes (32c); and that it was spherical and smooth (33b); and that 
it possesses knowledge of itself and moves within its own limits (34a). 
These things having been said, it is clear, on the one hand, that the 
entire cosmos itself is assimilated to the All-perfect Living Being and, 
on the other, that its general arrangement proceeds in correspondence 
with (ana logon) secondary and tertiary causes. First, we have the number 
of the elements and the bond which unifies them through proportion, 
and this happens by virtue of ‘an intangible substance lacking colour 
or shape’ (Phdr. 247c6), for number is present up there (ekei). Then we 
have the first wholeness which was arranged from the wholeness of all 
the elements corresponding to the intellective wholeness. Then there 
was the making of the sphere in relation to the intellective shape. Then 
the self-sufficiency, intellective motion and revolution in the same place 
which correspond to the god who ingests all his offspring (II. 93.25). 
Then there is the ensoulment which relates to the life-giving cause. 
Finally there is the granting to it of intellect (to ennoun) which cor- 
responds to the demiurgic intellect. Though all things proceed from 
this cause, they nonetheless also proceed from what is prior to this, 
but it happens by a different proportion. The stronger things are the 
causes of all the things of which the secondary things are also causes, but 


318 By ‘theologists’ Proclus probably means allegorical interpreters of Homer. For Proclus’ 
own reading of these lines from Homer, see in Tim. II. 27.24 and in Remp. I. 126.5 
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the secondary things are the causes of fewer things than the higher prin- 
ciples are.3'? Now this is so even in the case of the Demiurge himself: 
in as much as he is possessed of intellect (ennous), he makes all things 
intellectual (ennoa); but in as much as he is being, he is the father of all 
things which are corporeal and incorporeal; and finally in so far as he is 
god, he establishes matter itself. Thus in the words in the lemma Plato 
has made a summary statement of everything which is present in the 
universe from the intellective god. These are the things that pertain to 
the general meaning of the passage. Let us now examine the truth about 
each of the individual things that are said. 


E. Lexis 


The words all this then require you to consider in one the whole cause of 
what is corporeal and to know the division of its forms. For the wholeness 
has been assimilated to one thing and the shape to another and the 
movement to yet another. While the word this points to the unification, 
the word all indicates the number of causes. 

What is more, the words [the god] who exists eternally simultane- 
ously make both the essence and the intuitive thought of the Demiurge 
eternal (ai6nios) and it is on account of this that the cosmos is everlasting 
(aidios). It is also necessary to consider these two points in conjunction — 
how by arranging the Demiurge among the things that exist always (ae/) 
Plato assigns him a position in the eternal order, so it turns out that the 
Demiurge couldn’t count as a soul. For in the Laws (go4a) he says that 
soul is immortal and indestructible, but not eternal, using those very 
words.3*° So it seems that all those who suppose that the Demiurge is 
a soul are ignorant of the difference between what is indestructible and 
what is eternal. Finally, the idea of the plan of the Demiurge signifies 
what is divided or carried out in steps. 


3™9 In the mechanics of procession the causes that operate at the highest levels of reality by 
generating further beings which, in turn, cause effects lower down also “reach down” 
to the lowest levels and cause the very same things that their effects cause. There is 
thus a sort of over-determination of all the lowest levels of reality by levels higher. See 
ET 56. 

‘The combination of body and soul, while not an eternal creation like the gods sanc- 
tioned by law, is nevertheless indestructible (because living beings could never have 
been created if one of these two constituent factors had been destroyed)’ (trans. Saun- 
ders). As Saunders notes, Plato’s intentions in this passage are not at all clear. Proclus 
seems to mine it solely for the claim that soul is not aiénios, leaving aside the impli- 
cations for the other factor in living beings. The same use is made of the passage at 
I. 235.17, II. 125.9, 148.30, and III. 59.12. 
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Now to move on to the next clause, the words [the god] who will at 
some time be are not significant of a temporal beginning of the cosmos, 
as Atticus thought.3*' Rather it signifies that the cosmos has the kind of 
being that has been proclaimed along with time,3** for time was gener- 
ated simultaneously with the heavens (38b) and it is both the case that the 
cosmos is enmeshed in time (enchronos) and that time is enmeshed with 
the cosmos (encosmios). They have been brought forth with one another 
and established together by a single creative act. Therefore this time that 
is mentioned in the lemma is nota part of time but rather time as a whole, 
in as much as it is something projected toward the being that always is. 
The latter is really always (ontés ae?), but the temporal ‘always’ is really 
a ‘some time’ (pore) in relation to what is eternal (to ai6nion). It’s like the 
case of the being in the generated mode (fo genétés on) which counts as 
non-being (é on) [when considered] in relation to being in the intelli- 
gible mode (to noétés on). Suppose that the cosmos exists through all the 
time there is. Nonetheless its being has come into existence and it always 
exists in some part of time, and this is a ‘when’ and not simultaneously 
in the whole of time, but always some particular time. And while that 
which is eternal always exists in the whole span of eternity, that which is 
enmeshed in time always exists at some point in time, now at one time, 
now at another. So this is plausibly called [the god] who will at some 
time be in relation to the god who always is, for in relation to the latter 
which is intellectual, the former god is sensible. Therefore, that which 
is the object of sense perception always comes to be, and this happens at 
some time. For that which is sensible has being in a divisible way, always 
being born of the emanation from the being that always is. For since it 
has its limitless capacity for being from an external source, as we said 
earlier (I. 279.7), and since the capacity that it has at any point is thus 
limited, then by virtue of this fact it alvays-is by always-receiving, having 
the unlimited capacity to be enumerated. It is clear that by being limited 
it is at some time, and as a result of this being at some time, it is always 
in the process of being provided with being, and through the unceas- 
ing provision of this gift it is always becoming. Since by virtue of its own 
nature, it is ‘at some time’ and has a sort of second-hand (episkeuastés) 
immortality, as he says in the Statesman (2702), it has its being in becom- 
ing. On account of this, it does not participate in the whole of time all at 
once, but rather exists at some time, doing this again and again. And 


4m 


3°17 =fr. 29 (des Places). 

100.2—4, OT1 THv ovGiay Exel TH KPOVH ouveCeuyuEvyv’ KPOvos yap Gua ovUpave yéyove, 
Kai 6 Te Kdauos Ey xpovos Kai 6 xpdvos éyKdoutos. A nice way to put it. This terminology 
does not seem to be attested anywhere else in Proclus or the other philosophical 
authors. 
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since it is among the things that come to be, it doesn’t exist without 
being extended. 

[This is how the matter stands] unless perhaps Plato signifies the 
whole of time with the word ‘some time’, for compared to the limitless 
eternity, the progress of time is ‘some time’ and the whole of time has the 
same status (/ogos) in relation to eternity that a part of time has in relation 
to the whole of time. But if you like, we can look at what Plato says in 
a different way. Since Plato is presently putting together the corporeal 
cosmos, but has yet to establish its soul and intellect in words, the god 
who will at some time be refers to the fact that the establishing of the 
cosmos in words proceeds a part at a time. For the god institutes in a 
composite manner (athroés) both the parts and the whole, but the written 
account divides the things that have been set up together and provides an 
engendering of what is ungenerated and introduces temporal divisions 
among things that are everlasting. Therefore the words ‘the god who will 
at some time be’ clearly refers to what is constructed by the discourse 
and it is through this that there is division and then the putting together. 
For the Pythagorean Timaeus actually indicates this very same thing to 
those who are able to grasp the point when he says ‘before the heaven 
was born in words (Jogéi), there were the Forms, matter and the demiurgic 
god’.3*3 That he contrives the coming to be of the heaven in words he 
has made clear by what is explicitly said. 

Moving along then, as noted earlier (79.17 ff.), the words ‘smooth’ 
and ‘even’ in the phrase he made it smooth and even evince the single 
comprehension of all things within the cosmos and its highest receptiv- 
ity with respect to participation in the divine soul. The words at equal 
distance from the centre delineate the defining property of the spher- 
ical shape, for in the case of this shape [the surface] is at equal distance 
[from the centre] in all dimensions. But the words a whole and com- 
plete body composed of complete bodies set up the highest similarity 
between the cosmos and the All-perfect Living Being (for the latter was 
in every way complete) and toward the Demiurge too; for as he is the 
father of fathers}*+ and ‘supreme ruler’ (//iad 8.31), so too the cosmos is 


373 Proclus refers here to the Pythagorean forgery of the work of Timaeus of Locris 
from which Plato’s Timaeus was thought to be drawn. His reading of this passage 
from ps.-Timaeus is not the most natural one. The text at 94c reads: TIpiv dv apavov 
ASYS yevéoBar Hotnv iSéa Te kai VA Kai 6 Beds Sapioupyds Tad BeATiovos. Tobin (1985) 
translates this as I would, ‘According to this account then, before the heaven came to 
be, the idea and matter, as well as the god who is the fashioner of the better, already 
existed.’ 

374 Perhaps an allusion to Or. Chald. 94 (Majercik = in Tim. I. 318.17—-18) where the phrase 
‘father of gods and men’ occurs. 
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the most complete of all the things that are complete and the one among 
the class of whole things that is maximally whole. 

You might also say that Plato says that the cosmos is smooth3*) in 
as much as it requires none of the organs of movement, nourishment or 
sense — for this has been shown just previously — but calls it something 
at equal distance from the centre in so far as it has a spherical shape. 
And he uses the words whole and complete in as much as it is perfect 
(pantelés) and nothing has been left outside it — for this applies to what is 
strictly whole and complete. From the phrase out of complete bodies 
we may infer that it is a composite of the four elements. And from the 
fact that he says that it is a body in the singular that is so composed, we 
may see that it is one of a kind (#onogenés). And thus beginning from the 
uniqueness of the cosmos and proceeding as far as its completeness, Plato 
has reverted again to this uniqueness through what has just been said. In 
this way he imitates the procession of the cosmos from its paradigm and 
its complete reversion to it. 


323 Proclus’ text has ‘complete’ (téAeiov) rather than ‘smooth’ (Aeiov). But, as Festugiére 
points out, Proclus here seems to go back to the middle of the lemma and provide 
an alternative explanation of each phrase. His second possible gloss on ‘complete’ 
comes in the next lines, so that initially suggests that there has been a slip of the pen 
here. Moreover, it seems to me odd even by Proclus’ standards to explain the world’s 
completeness through the organs it lacks! 
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English-Greek glossary 








accidentally or per accidens 

account 

activity 

actuality 

aether 

aetherial 

affection 

aim 

air 

akin to 

all things 

allot 

all-perfect 

always or continuously 

animate 

animation 

antecedently comprehend 
(effects in their causes) 

antecedently establish 

appearances 

appropriate 

argument 

assimilate or make like 

astronomy 


bad or evil 

be affected or undergo 
beautiful or fine 
beautify 

being 

beings 

bind 

blessed 

body 


kata symbebékos 
logos 

energeia 
energeia 
aether 
aitheriodes 
pathos 

skopos 

aer 

syngenés 
panta 
lanchanein 
panteleios 

aei 

empnein 
psychosis 
prolambanein 


proyparchein 
phainomena 
oikeios 

logos 
aphomoioun 
astronomia 


kakos 
paschein 
kalos 
kosmein 
ousia 
onta 

dein 
spoudaios 
soma 
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KaTa& ouLBEBNKOS 
Aoyos 

EVEPY ELA 

EVEPY ELA 
aiff 
aidepiadns 
TraBos 

OKOTIOS 

arp 

ouyyevnis 
TAVTO 
Aavyavelv 
TTAVTEAELOS 

cel 

éuTIvEiv 
WUXwols 
TrpoAaUBavelv 


TPOUTTAPYEIV 
paivoueva 
OiKEIosS 

Aoyos 
&popoiotv 
GoTPOVOLIA 


KQKOS 
TAOXEI 
KQAOS 
KOOUEIV 
ovoia 
ovTa 

Seiv 
oTTOUSai0s 
foxerye tod 


English-Greek glossary 


body, make a 
body-making 
bond 
boundary 


capable of discursive reason 
category 

cause 

celebrate 

celestially 

chance 

change 

change 

changeless 

characterize 

circle 

clearly 

cognition 

come into being or become 
commune with 

complete or make perfect 
complete or perfect (adj.) 
composite (noun) 
composite (adj.) 
composition 
compounded 

conceive 

conception 

conception 

conception 

conflict 

conjectural 

conjecture 

connate 

consciousness 
contemplation 
conversion (logic) 
convincingness 

copy or replica 

corporeal 

corporeal 

cosmos 


somatourgein 
somatourgikos 
desmos 

horos 


dianoétikos 
taxis 

aitia 
anymnein 
ouranios 
tyché 
kinésis 
metabolé 
ametabatos 
charaktérizein 
kyklos 
saphos 
gnosis 
gignesthai 
koinonein 
apotelein 
teleios 
systéma 
synthetos 
Systasis 
synkeimenos 
epinoein 
ennoia 
epibolé 
dianoéma 
maché 
eikastikos 
eikazein 
symphyes 
synaisthésis 
theoria 
antistrophé 
pistis 
eidolon 
somatikos 
somatoeides 
kosmos 
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owpaToupyEiv 
OWUATOUPY1KOS 
Seouds 

Spos 


SiavontiKos 
TaEls 

aitia 
&vuuveiv 
oupaviws 
TUXN 
kivnols 
UeTaBoAn 
cueTtaBatos 
XapakTnpigeiv 
KUKAOS 
oapas 
Yvaois 
yiyveotai 
KOLVOOVEIV 
a&troteAeiv 
TEAELOS 
OUOTNUa 
ovvOeTtos 
OUVOTAOIS 
ouykeivevos 
ETTIVOEIV 
Evvola 
eTt1BoAT| 
Siavonya 
waxy 
EIKAXOTIKOS 
eikaCelv 
OULQUTS 
ouvaio8nois 
Bewpia 
aVTIOTPOPN 
TIOTIS 
eiSa@Aov 
OWUATIKOS 
owpatoedn5 
KOOUOS 


coupled series 
craft 
craftsman 
create 

create 
creation 
creation 
creation 
creator 
Creator 


daemon 

decision 

definiendum 

defining or distinctive 

definition 

decad 

Demiurge 

demonstrate 

demonstrate 

denominate or call 

dependent upon, be 

depth 

descend 

descent (of the soul) 

destruction 

destruction 

destructive of 

deterioration 

determine or decide 

Difference (five greatest 
kinds, from Sopbist) 

discursive thought 

disorder 

disorderly 

dissolve or destroy 

distinguish 

divided 

divided or divisible 

divine 

division 

doctrine 


English-Greek glossary 


systoichia 
techné 
démiourgos 
apogennan 
démiourgein 
démiourgia 
kosmopotia 
potesis 
gennon 

ho poiétés 


daimén 
bouleésis 
horistos 
idios 
horismos 
dekas 
Démiourgos 
deiknynai 
apodeiknynai 
onomazein 
artasthai 
bathos 
katabainein 
kathodos 
lysis 
phthora 
phthartikos 
hyphesis 
boulesthai 
heterotés 


dianoia 
ataxia 
ataktos 

lyein 
diorizein 
diairoumenos 
meristos 
theios 
diairesis 
theoria 
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OUOTOIXIa 
TEXVT| 
SrUIoupyos 
atroyevvav 
Snuloupyeiv 
Snuloupyia 
KOOUOTTOLIA 
Troinols 
yevvaov 

6 Trointns 


Saivoov 
BovAnots 
Oplo Tos 

18105 

Oployos 
Sekas 
SnUIoupyos 
Serkvuva 
atroderkvuvan 
dvoudcev 
&eT&oGa (pass.) 
Bados 
KaTaBaivelv 
Ka&G0505 
AvoIs 

plopa 
p8apTiKds 
Upeois 
BowvAeobai 
ETEPOTTS 


Sidvoia 
&tasia 
A&TOAKTOS 
Avelv 
Siopideiv 
Siaipoupevos 
LEPLOTOS 
Qeios 
Siaipeois 
Bewpia 


English-Greek glossary 


earth 

efficacious 

element 

empyrian (Or. Chald.) 

encosmic 

endowed with intellect 

engender 

enmattered 

enmattered fully 

ensouled 

entirely complete 

equality 

essence or essential nature 

eternal 

everlasting 

exact 

exist 

existence 

existence 

extend 

extension 

extreme terms in a syllogism 
or math. proportion 


fabrication 

facts 

false 

fashion 

father 

fiery 

fill out with essential parts 
fire 

font 

force 

force 

foreshadow 

Form 

form of subsistence 
formation 

formless 

Forms 

foundation 
foundation 


ge 
drastérios 
stoicheion 
empyrios 
enkosmios 
ennous 
gennan 
enylos 
enylotatos 
empsychos 
autotelés 
isotes 
ousia 
aionios 
aidios 
akribés 
hyphistanai 
hyparxis 
hypostasis 
ekteinein 
ektasis 
akra 


potésis 
pragmata 
pseudos 
démiourgein 
pater 

pyrios 
sympléroun 
pyr 

pege 

bia 

rbopé 
proyphistanai 
idea 
hypostasis 
taxis 
aneideos 
eidé 
hypobathron 
hypostasis 
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yi 
SpaoTtnpi1os 
OTOIXEioVv 
EUTTUPLOS 
EYKOOUIOS 
Evvous 
yevvav 
EvuAoS 
EVUAOTATOS 
EUWUXOS 
QUTOTEAT|S 
iooTns5 
ovoia 
Ai@v1os 
d&id10¢5 
éxpiBris 
UploTtava 
Utrap€is 
UTTOOTAOIS 
éKTEIVELV 
EKTAOIS 


oKpa 


Troinols 
TIPay ata 
wetdos 
Sruloupyeiv 
TaTTp 
TTUPLOS 
OUUTTANPOUV 
Trp 

™myN 

Bia 

port 
TPOUPIOTAVaL 
idea 
UTTOOTAOIS 
TaEls 
eveideos 

eidn 
UTroBadpov 


UTTOOTAOIS 


English-Greek glossary 


founded in, to be 

free from age 
friendship 

function 

fundamental principle 


generated 

generation of the soul 
generation or becoming 
generation-producing 
generative 

genuinely 

genus 

gift 

giving soul to 
glimmer 

goal 

god 

good 

growth 

guardian 


harmonious 

harmonize 

have priority 

having the same rank 

heaven 

heavenly 

heavens (the) 

henads 

hidden 

high-mindedness 

homogeneous 

homoiomerous or having 
similar parts 

hypercosmic 

hypostasis 

hypothesis or basic principle 


iconically 
image 
image 
image 


hidryein 
agéraos 
philia 
ergon 
axioma 


genétos 
psychogonia 
genesis 
genesiourgos 
gennétikos 
ontos 

genos 

doron 
psychosis 
indalma 
telos 

theos 
agathos 
auxesis 


phylax 


enarmonios 
enarmozein 
proyphistanai 
homostoichos 
ouranos 
ouranios 

ta ourania 
henades 
kryphios 
hypsélonoia 
homogenés 
homoiomerés 


bypercosmios 
hypostasis 
hypothesis 


eikonikos 
agalma 


eidélon 
eikon 
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iSpvelv 
ay Tpaos 
plria 
épyov 
&Eiooya 


yevntos 
wuxoyovia 
YEVEOIS 
Yevecloupy os 
YEVVTTIKOS 
SVTWS 
Yéevos 
Spov 
WUXwols 
ivdaAua 
TEAOS 

Qed5 
oryabos 
avEnos 
Quadé 


EVAPLOVIOS 
evapyocelv 
TPOUPLOTAVAL 
OYOOTO1XOS 
oupaves 
OUPAVIOS 
TH OUPaVIA 
Evd5ES 
KpU@IOS 
Uypnrovoia 
OuoyEVT|S 
OLOLOUEPT|S 


UTTEPKOOULOS 
UTTOOTAOCIS 
uTrobeo1s 


eiIKOVIKOS 
oyanya 
eiSaoAov 


eikoov 


English-Greek glossary 


imagination 
imitation 
immaculate 
immanent 
immanent in, be 
immaterial 

(opp. enmattered) 
immobile 
immobile or not easily moved 
impartible 
impassive or free from affection 
implacable 
impossible 
incapable 
incline 
incomplete or imperfect 
inconceivable 
incorporeal 
indestructible 
indicate 
indicate 
indissoluble 
indistinct 
individual souls 
individuals 
individuals 
indivisible 
ineffable 
infimae species 
initially 
innate 
inseparable or not proceeding out 
inseparable 
insight 
inspired manner, in an 
intangible 
intellect 
intellectual or intellective 
intelligible 
intelligized entities 
intermediates 
interventionist 
introduce 


phantasia 
mimesis 
achrantos 
enkosmios 
enyparchein 
aylos 


akinétos 
dyskinétos 
ameristos 
apathés 
ameiliktos 
adynatos 
adynatos 
neuein 
atelés 
anepinoetos 
asomatos 
aphthartos 
déloun 
epideiknynai 
alytos 
amydros 
merikai psychai 
atoma 
hekasta 
adiairetos 
arrétos 
atoma eidé 
protos 
autophyés 
aneikphoitéetos 
achoristos 
gnosis 
daimonios 
anaphés 
nous 

noeros 
noétos 
nooumena 
mesa 
drastérios 
paragein 
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pavTacia 
uiunots 

OX PavTos 
EYKOOUIOS 
EVUTTAPXELV 
GUAOS 


&kivntos 
SuoKivnytos 
QUEPIOTOS 
&tra61|5 
QUEIAIKTOS 
&SUvatos 
&SUvatos 
veUelv 
&teATs 
&veTrivontos 
AOWUATOS 
&plapTos 
SnAotw 
éTr15elkVUVaL 
GAUTOS 
GpuUdspos 
MEpikal yuxat 
&TOUa 

EKAO TH 
&Siaipetos 
&ppntos 
&topa eidn 
TEPCOT OOS 
auto@uT|s 
dvexpoitntos 
OX PIOTOS 
Yvaois 
Saipcavias 
avapns 

vous 

VOEPOS 
VvorTOS 
VOOUUEVa 
Ttzexed 
Spaotnpios 
Trapayelv 


English-Greek glossary 


introduce 

intuitive thought 
investigate 

investigation of problems 
irrational 

itself by itself, or in itself 
itself through itself 


jealousy 
judgement 
judgement 


knowledge 


lack of symmetry 
last (of a series) 
level 

life 
life-engendering 
life-giving 

light 

limit 

link to 

Living Being itself 
living thing 

love 

luminous 
luminous 


magnitude 

maintain 

make 

manifest 

manner 

manufacture 

mark or impression 

mathematical terms that are rational 
in relation to one another 

matter 

measure 

middle terms (math. logic) 

mixture 

mixture 


protassein 

noesis 

zeétein 

theoria 

alogos 

auto kath’ hauto 
auto hyph’ hauto 


phthonos 
doxa 
katalepsis 


gnosis 


asymmetria 
eschatos 
platos 

20€ 
zdiogonikos 
z6otikos 
phos 

peras 
exaptein 
autozoion 
zO10n 

eros 
augoeides 
phitoeidés 


megethos 
synechein 
apotelein 
ekphainein 
tropos 
kosmourgein 


typos 
rhéta 


hylé 
metron 
mesa 
krasis 
mixis 
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TTPOTAOOEIV 
vonols 

Cnteiv 

Oewpia 

dAoyos 

auTO Kad’ CUTS 


AUTO Ug’ AUTO 


pddovos 
80a 
KATGANWIS 


Yvaois 


GOULUETPIA 
EOXKATOS 
TTAATOS 
Gon 
Gwoyovikos 
GooTtikds 
pars 

TTEDAS 
é€atrtelv 
avuToGQov 
Léov 

EPWS 
avryoeid1s5 
PwToEld1s 


ueyedos 
OUVEXELV 
crroteAgiv 
expaivelv 
TPOTTOS 
Kooyoupy iv 
TUTTOS 

prt 


vAn 
LETPOV 
yéoa 
KEGOIS 
uigis 


English-Greek glossary 


monad 

moon 

Moon 

mortal 

mother 

Motion (five greatest kinds, 
from Sophist) 

motionless 

motivate 

musical value 

mutable 

myth 

mythical 


native 

natural 

naturally, by nature 
nature 

Necessity 

nourish 

number 


object of desire 

observe 

occurrence 

One, the 

one of a kind 

One-Being, the (from second 
hypothesis of Parm.) 

opinable 

opinion 

opinion-based 

opposites 

order 

order, to 

ordered beauty 

ordering of things 

orderly or inerrant 

organic 

originary form 


painful 
paradigm 


monas 
méné 
seléné 
thnétos 
méter 
kinésis 


akinétos 
egeirein 
dynamis 
metabatikos 
mythos 
mythikos 


oikeios 
kata physin 
pephyke 
physis 
ananké 
auxein 
arithmos 


ephetos 
katamanthanein 
gignomenon 

to hen 
monogenes 

to hen on 


doxastos 
doxa 
doxastikos 
enantia 
taxis 
diakosmein 
kosmésis 
diakosmésis 
aplaneés 
organikos 
archoeides 


lupéros 


paradeigma 
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povas 
unvn 
oeATvn 
OvnTos 
untnp 
kivnols 


&kivntos 
eysipelv 
SUvauls 
METAPATIKOS 
vos 
ywubiKds 


OiKElosS 
KATH PUCIV 
TIEPUKE 
vols 
dvery«n (7) 
augeiv 
&p18yos 


EPETOS 
KaTapavOdvelv 
ylyvouevov 

TO EV 
MovoyevT|s 

TO Ev OV 


S0€aotos 
50Ea 
So€aoTt1Kds 
EvavTia 
TaEls 
S1laKOOUEIV 
KOOUNOIS 
Siakdoounols 
&trAavns 
Opyavikos 
&pxoeldes 


AUTIN POS 
TrAapadery ua 


part 

part 

partial 

participate in 

participated intellect 

participated things 

participation 

participation, through 

particulars 

particulars 

passive 

passive manner, in a 

peculiar characteristics 

perfective 

perishable 

perishable 

pervade 

pervasive 

philosopher of nature 

phrase 

physical or natural 

physical numbers 

physical theory 

physically 

place 

place 

plainly 

plausibly 

plural in form 

plurality 

plurality, make a 

pneuma 

postulate 

power (opp. ousia and 
energeid) 

predominate 

pre-establish 

pre-exist 

preliminary way, in a 

preserve 

primal way, in a 

primarily 

principle or source 


English-Greek glossary 


meros 
morion 
merikos 
metechein 
methektos nous 
metechomena 
methexis 

kata methexin 
kath hekasta 
merika 
pathétos 
pathétikos 
idiotés 
telesiourgos 
apollymenos 
phthartos 
diékein 
pephoitéekos 
physiologos 
lexis 

physikos 
arithmoi boi physikoi 
physiologia 
physikos 

topos 

chora 

enargos 
eikotos 
polyeides 
pléthos 
pléthyein 
pneuma 
hypotithenai 
dynamis 


epikratein 
proidryein 
proyparchein 
kat? aitian 
soizein 
archégikos 
protos 

arché 
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UEpOS 

Uoplov 
LEPIKOS 
UETEXELV 
ueBeKTOs vous 
UeTeXOUEvar 
yebeEis 

Kata yédeElv 
Kad’ ExaoTa 
MEpike 

TION TOS 
TION TIKES 
id160TNS 
TeAEo1OUPY OS 
ATTOAAUEVOS 
plapTos 
SinxKeiv 
TTEPOLTNKOS 
@UOLOADYOS 
AéE1s 
@UOIKOS 
&p18yoi of puoikoi 
puoloAoyia 
QUOIKGS 
TOTTOS 

Kapa 
evapy cos 
eiKOTWS 
TroAuEI 15 
TIAT|805 
TrANOvElv 
TrveU 
UTroTi€évan 
SUvauis 


ETTIKPATEIV 
TrPOISpVEIV 
TTPOUTTAPYELV 
KAT’ aitiav 
owCelv 
apyXny kas 
TEPCOTOOS 
spxn 


English-Greek glossary 


proceed proienai 
proceed proerchesthai 
procession proodos 
produce apogennan 
produce paragein 
productive gonimos 
productive poiétikos 
products engona 
projection eklampsis 
proper oikeios 
properly, most kyriotatos 
proportion analogia 
providence pronoia 
psychic psychikos 
pure amiges 
pure eilikrinés 
purification katharsis 
purify kathareuein 
puzzle or problem case aporia 
qualitative nature poiotés 
quality poiotés 
quality or property dynamis 
rank taxis 

ratio logos 
realities onta 
really ontos 
realm platos 
reason logos 
receptacle hypodoché 
receptivity epitédeiotés 
relation schesis 
remain (metaphysics of emanation) — menein 
representation agalma 
resistance antitypos 


Rest (five greatest kinds, from Sophist) stasis 
reversion (metaphysics of emanation) epistrophé 


revert strephein 

revert upon epistrephein 

rule horos 

Sameness (five greatest kinds, tautotées 
from Sophist) 
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TPO-1€Val 
TIPO-EpKEoCal 
TIPdOS0s5 
aroyevvav 
Trapayelv 
YOvILos 
TTOINTIKOS 
eyyova 
EKAQUYIS 
OiKElos 
KUPIOTAT OS 
avaroyia 
TIPOVOLA 
WUX1KOS 
auryns 
eiAlKpIVT|s 
KaBAPOIS 
Kadapevelv 
aropia 


TO1OTNS 
TO1OTNS 
SUvauls 


TaEIs 
Aoyos 

ovta 

SVTWS 
TTAATOS 
Aoyos 
UTrosoy7| 
éTTITNSELOTNS 
OXEOIS 
yévelv 
oyaarua 
QvtituTros 
OTAOIS 
ETIOTPOMT 
OTPEDELV 
ETTIOTPEGEIV 
Spos 
TAUTOTNS 


English-Greek glossary 


saying 

scientific knowledge 
seed 

self-generated (Or. Chald.) 
self-motion 
self-mover 
self-sufficiency 
self-sufficient 

sense object(s) 
sense organ 

series 

series 

shape 

share in 

show 

signify 

solid (noun) 

solid (adj.) 

soul 

source 

space 

sphere 

spherical 
spontaneous 

star 

state 

strictly 

subject to generation 
subsist 

substance 
substantial 

substrate 

suitably 

sun 

supplementary requirement 
supposition 

symbol or token 
symbolically 


sympathy 


tangible 
target 


lexis 
episteémé 
sperma 
autogenethlos 
autokinésis 
autokinétos 
autarkeia 
autarkés 
aisthéton(ta) 
aisthétérion 
heirmos 
Serra 

schéma 
koinonein 
deiknynai 
sémainein 
ongkos 


stereos 


psyché 

pege 

chora 
sphaira 
sphairoeides 
automatos 
aster 

bexis 

kyri6s 
genesiourgos 
hyphistanai 
Ousia 
ousiodes 
hypokeimenon 
eikotos 
hélios 
synaitia 
doxa 
symbolon 
symbolikos 
sympatheia 


haptos 
skopos 


180 


AéE1s 
ETTLOTTUN 
OTTEPUa 
auTtoyévebAos 
auToKivnols 
QUTOKiVvNTOS 
AUTHPKELA 
auTapKns 
aicOntév(Td) 
aio8ntipiov 
eipuos 

foraToled 

oxTua 
KOLVoovEiVv 
Serkvuvat 
onuaiverv 
dyKos 
OTEPEOS 
yuxn 

™myN 

Kapa 
opaipa 
OPaiposldns 
QUTOUATOS 
coTnNp 

e€15 

KUpiws 
Yevecioupy os 
Upiotavat 
ovoia 
ovo1wdns 
UTTOKEILEVOV 
eiKOTWS 
TAlos 
ouvaltia 
50a 
oUuBodov 
OULBOAIKGS 
oupTradera 


amr T6s 
OKOTIOS 


English-Greek glossary 


temporal 

tenuousness 

term or name 

tetrad 

theologians (Orphics or 
Oracles) 

theory 

things 

throughout eternity 

totality 

touch (sense of ) 

trace back 

transcend 

transcendent 

transform 

transition 

triad 

Truth 


underlying subject 

understand 

unextended 

ungenerated 

unified manner, in 

uniform 

uniform manner, in 

unique things 

uniqueness 

united 

unities 

universal (adj. e.g. Universal 
Nature) 

universal (n. common property) 

universe 

unlimited 

unmixed 

unparticipated 

unparticipated intellect 

up there (among the intelligibles) 


various 
vehicle 
very first 


kata chronon 
leptomereia 
onoma 

tetras 
theologoi 


theoria 
pragmata 
diaionios 
holos 
haphé 
anagein 
exartan 
exéirémenos 
exallattein 
metabasis 
trias 
alétheia 


hypokeimenon 
katamanthanein 
adiastatos 
agenétos 
hénémendos 
monoeides 
henoeidos 
monadika 
monotées 
hénémenos 
henades 

holos 


to katholou 

to pan 

apeiros 

amiges 
amethektos 
amethektos nous 
ekei 


pantoios 
ochéma 


protistos 
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KATX YPOVvov 
AgTITOLEPELH 
dvoua 
TETPAS 
OeoAoyol 


Bewpia 
TIDY Mata 
S1AL@VIOS 
6A0S 

aon 
éveryeiv 
eCaptav 
e€TPTNEVOS 
EEXAAGTTEIV 
LETABaols 
TPIAS 

GAT GELx 


UTroKeluevov 
KaTapavOdveiv 
&S1dOTATOS 
oryév Tos 
TVOOEVODS 
yovoeld1)5 
EVOEISGS 
povadik& 
YovoTns 
T|VOOEVOS 
évddes 

6AOS 


TO KaBdAOU 
TO Trav 
Gre1p05 
aury ts 

&uebeKk Tos 
&uebeK Tos vous 


éKei 


TTAVTOIOS 
oyna 
TIPWTIOTOS 


English-Greek glossary 


violence bia Bia 
visible horatos dpatdés 
visible things bhorata dépat& 
void to kenon TO Kevov 
volume onkos dykKos 
warm thermos Gepuds 
water bydor Sap 
weakness astheneia d&obévera 
whole holos 6Ao0s 
whole, in the manner of a holikés OAIKOOS 
wholeness holotés OAdTNS 
wisdom phronésis pdovnais 
without a medium or middle term amesos GUETWS 
words lexis A€EIs 
work ergon éoyov 
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Greek word index 


A 


&Paprs, without weight or heaviness, 
11.20 

‘ABapis, Abaris (the Hyperborean), 8.10 

&yadoriSéotatos, maximally enformed by 
goodness, 78.9 

&ya0ds, good, 7.21; 26.16-17; 52.9; 
55-18-20; 62.13; 66.12; 68.29; 78.7; 
86.8; 89.31; 90.2; 90.8; 90.13 

&yabuveiv, to make good, 7.22 

&yaAua, image, representation, 25.10; 
74-23 

&yevntos, ungenerated, 1.11-17; 2.3; 
2.15—-16; 4.28-9; 5.3; 96.1; 101.6 

a&ytipaos, free from age, 58.15; 62.31; 
63.11; 67.18; 67.31; 68.2 

&yvoeiv, to be ignorant, 82.13; 97.28; 
99-31 

dS1aipetos, indivisible, undivided, 2.6; 
2.16; 25.1922; 84.12 

&SidoTtatos, unextended, 
37-33 

&SUvartos, impossible, incapable, 12.13; 
14.15; 17-24-9; 28.18; 29.6; 30.5; 
7-235 39-153 91.7 

aap, the air, 2.24; 9.14; 9.22; 13.7—-10; 
18.10; 28.6; 37.19; 38.3; 39.223 40.25; 
42.365 43.253 44-15; 44.275 45-3-93 
45-20; 48.22-4; 49.11; 50.11-14; 
51.21-5; 56.14; 74.12-13 

Aavacia, é0cvartos, immortality, 
immortal, 5.2; 48.20; 60.26; 99.293 
100.25 

&iSi0s, everlasting, sempiternal (opp. to 
aidvios, eternal), 29.31; 40.8; 42.19; 
58.22; 59.5-26; 60.15-23; 73.21; 
92.23-4; 96.20; 99.26; IOI.7 

ai®tp, aether, aetherial, 8.3; 17.10; 24.29; 
42.16; 48.17; 48.22; 48.28; 50.23; 
57-11-14; 58.4-7; 75-15-17; 80.10; 
81.3; 82.10-16; 83.20-2; 84.17-24; 
85.6; 85.14; 86.13; 88.20; 90.5; 91.5; 


94-16-19; 97-9-133 99-10; 100.1; 
100.28 

aipeois, aipeiv, choice, to decide, 6.16; 
61.16; 83.25 

aiobdveobai, aicbnois, to perceive, sense 
perception, the senses, 4.6; 4.11-15; 
4.21; 5.18; 6.2—5; 8.10; 10.30; 17.21; 
23.13; 81.21; 81.30; 82.3-6; 82.12-14; 
82.22-9; 83.1; 83.8-9; 83.14-16; 
83.30; 84.2—-16; 84.24-33; 85.4-7; 
85.14-15; 85.19-20; 85.31; 86.2—5; 
86.10-18; 86.21; 87.5; 89.12-13; 
90.22; OI.15—21; Q1.30-2 

aio6nTés, perceptible, sensible thing 
perceived, 3.23; 4.8; 4.11-16; 5.18; 
6.5—-9; 6.11-19; 7.18; 10.2; 10.18; 
12.16-17; 16.25; 23.18-19; 23.21; 
26.25-8; 57.253 69.25; 73-93 77-133 
77.21; 82.1; 83.4; 83.12; 83.19-22; 
83.32; 84.4-6; 84.13—-19; 84.23-8; 
85.2; 85.10; 85.19; 86.19; 86.24-6; 
89.14; 90.9; 9I-I-3; 9I.10-17; 92.17; 
94.26; 100.17; LO1.26 

aio8ntipiov, sense organ, 8.10; 84.13 

aitia, cause, 2.5; 3.20; 9.21-5; 10.25-8; 
13.22; 14.22; 15.13-19; 15.21-8; 
16.15; 16.23-9; 17.2-53 24.17-22; 
25.10; 25.22; 26.9; 27.10-17; 27.21; 
29.14; 30.27; 35-11; 43.228; 44.2; 
44.28; 45.1-3; 45.12; 46.2; 47.23; 
52-333 54-125 54-20-73 55-53 55-30-25 
58.20; 59.18-22; 60.17-23; 60.24-6; 
61.17-20; 62.10-11; 62.32; 63.13; 
66.6; 67.17—23; 68.1-5; 68.14; 69.7; 
73-153 77-33 78-16; 78.273 79.1-73 
80.31; 81.9; 83.9; 87.4; 87.23; 89.22; 
91.26-8; 92.26; 92.30; 97.28; 98.28; 
99.8-11; 99.20-4 

kav’ aitiav (as opp. kata pése€iv), in a 
preparatory way 43.22-8; 44.2; 
44.28 
&. &kivntos, immovable cause, 45.15; 

66.6 
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Qe 


cAnOivi, true cause, 15.25; 89.22 
. @yéexta, unparticipated causes, 
46.2 
&. &pavijs, invisible cause, 91.28 
. Snuloupyikn, demiurgic cause, 45.12; 
51.345 77.2; 81.9; 92.26 
&. Cwoyovikn, life-giving cause, 91.26; 
99.8 
. voepg, intellectual cause, 13.22 
&. vontn, intelligible cause, 26.9; 78.27; 
80.31 
&. 6AiKn, whole or universal cause, 2.5; 
68.14; 78.26; 99.20 
&. Tatpiki, paternal cause, 92.30 
&. TP®TN Or TewToupyés, primary 
cause 29.14; 79.6 
&. UAiKn, material cause, 59.22; 62.11 
&. Utrepkdouios, hypercosmic 54.20 
aicov, eternity, 1.11; 2.3; 59.14-18; 96.25; 
99-25-32; 100.9-14; 100.30-2 
éxkivntos, immobile, motionless, 11.2; 
11.28; 12.13-14; 39.243 41.26; 45.15; 
46.7-10; 46.28—9; 66.1—-6; 75.26 
&kovelv, &kor), to hear, hearing, sound 


Q 


Qu 


Qe 


heard, 6.26; 9.16; 15.26; 16.12; 23.27; 
81.13-14; 81.31; 82.3-9; 82.20-4; 
85.11-18; 85.23-4 

&Kkpos, extreme term, outer limit, highest, 
highest point or term, 4.11-12; 5.18; 
6.15; 7-12-15; 19.29; 22.23-6} 24.15; 
27.7; 29.16; 32.12; 33.17; 34.125 
34-2245 34-325 35-25 35-13-1735 35.225 
35-30-1; 36.8; 36.16; 38.17-18; 
39-27-93 40.22; 41.23; 41.30; 44.5-9; 
48.26; 49.15; 49.27; 51.26; 56.22; 
65.24-6; 79.14; 80.8-16; 80.29; 97.8; 
IOI.16; IOI.20 

dAnGe1a, TO ANGE, truth, true, really and 
truly, 6.14; 11.10; 15.253 16.17; 33.28; 
35-45 35-15; 30.11; 37-20; 50.2; 51.16; 
57-153 57-21-33 59-11; 61.4; 63.11; 
71.16; 82.27; 89.22; 99.18 

SAoyos, irrational, 47.29-31; 97-25 

&Autos, indissoluble, indestructible, 16.30; 
43-15-16; 52.18; 54.18; 55.2; 56.1-9; 
60.7; 61.7; 63.20-1; 67.9-10; 
88.9 

duBAus, blunt, dull, 39.22-4; 4o.10-14; 
41.1; 40.25-31; 51.25 

&uébextos, unparticipated, 45.29-31; 46.2; 
46.28 


&ueprs, without parts, impartible, 1.14; 2.6; 
2.21; 25.6-12; 25.22—7; 47.28; 58.6 

&uéoos, involving no middle term or 
medium, 6.10-11; 37.32; 
45-15-16 

auet&Bartos, changeless, unchanging, 45.5; 
46.20-3; 84.29; 96.8; 96.14; 96.21 

duryts, unmixed, pure, 8.15; 49.13; 
49.20-8 

&uvSpés, indistinct, dim, obscure, 50.28; 
51.16; 83.30; 97.15 

awaryKn, f, Necessity, 27.31; 30.15; 
64.2-7 

dvaio8ntos, not sensible, lacking 
sensation, 82.24; 84.23 

é&vokukAciv, turn around, revolve around (a 
centre), reverse turning, 72.23; 92.1; 
93-243 95-315 96.3 

avodoyia, proportion, analogy, 3.5; 3.22; 
5-19; 8.9; 10.10; 11.7; 16.3—6; 
16.2730; 7.19; 18.20-9; 19.21; 
20.3—-6; 20.24-9; 22.2-6; 22.27-30; 
23.73 24.2; 24.14-18; 24.30; 25.24; 
27.9; 27-14; 29.17-19} 30.19; 30.26; 
31.2-14; 31.275 32-9; 33-14-17; 33-30; 
34-7195 35-333 40-13-205 41.95 42.5; 
42.21-6; 47.20; 49.31; 51.3-6; 51.27; 
51.333 52-14-16; 52.5-8; 53.9-18; 
53-253 55-21-43 58.4; 63.2; 78.6; 
87-24-30; 91.25-31; 93.29; 96.32; 
98.22; 99.I-10 

avarrveiv, to breathe, draw breath, 81.15; 
86.1; 86.11-12; 87.3-13; 91.14; 
91.26 

évatrvevotos, without breath, without 
respiration, 86.13 

avagrs, intangible, 13.4; 99.3 

aveideos, formless, 65.24 

&vioos, unequal, 66.20-1; 74.1; 75-23-73 
76-53 79-14 

avouuatos, eyeless, 85.24-8 

dvouoiouepris, having dissimilar parts, 
65.9-10; 68.13; 71.26; 75.6; 78.13-29; 
90.14 

avéuotos, unlike, dissimilar, 75.7-11 

&vooos, not diseased, healthy, 58.15; 62.31; 
63.10; 63.25; 67.19; 67.31; 68.3 

dvtitutros, resistant, 11.12; 13.8-11; 
17.14 

&€icoua, fundamental principle, 7.19—28; 
93-31 
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atrats, impassive, 5.7; 60.3—7; 65.10; 
85.1 

atreikaCeiv, to copy or express by likeness 
or image, 72.13; 73-43 77-10; 85.25; 
95-20; 96.30 

atreipoSuvauos, having unlimited power, 
63.23 

atreipos, unlimited, 18.6; 35.9; 45-7; 48.193 
54-13-18; 66.9-12; 70.9; 72.20; 
100.19-22; 100.31 

aAavijs, orderly, inerrant, steady, 48.25; 
57-245 75-223 95-14; 97-8; 97-145 
97-22-33 98.2-5 

atroyevvay, to produce, create, 13.22; 
45-173 45-24; 50.31; 51-14; 66.8; 
67.20; 78.21; 88.15 

ad8e1€is, a demonstration, 61.5; 68.20-2; 
75.18; 76.22; 76.32 

&troios, without quality or attribute, 
65.21 

atropéiv, atropia, to raise a puzzle, an 
objection or problem case, 6.22; 
11.25; 13.6; 14.43 33-14-19; 43.21; 
58.10; 59.24; 60.2 

atroteAeiv, to complete, realize, 
accomplish, finish off, make, 2.11; 
2.23; 13.1; 18.20; 26.13; 27.6; 27.14; 
41.8; 53.8; 63.11; 67.27; 72.12-14; 
73.20 

&trous, without feet, lame, 95.16; 
98.8-11 

amtés, &pr, tangible, the sense of touch, 
3-29-31; 4.10-I1; 5.14-15; 6.3—-73 
6.18; 6.24-8; 7.18; 7.29-32; I1.3-13; 
II.21; 12.17-27; 12.21-33 13.2—-11; 
17.8-13; 17-15-17; 26.30; 27.5; 42.8; 
44.20; 45.26; 47.18; 52.26; 81.31; 
90.22-4; 91.30 

apyupos, silver, money, 14.29 

Apns, Ares, 27.18; the planet Mars, 48.23 

&pidyeiv, apiOuds, to count, number, 18.27; 
19.15; 20.10; 21.21-7; 22.16-20; 
23.27; 25.1-2; 25.24-5; 30.73 
30.13—20; 30.29; 31-2; 32.33 32-173 
32.26; 33-23-73 34-53 34-195 34-273 
52.153; 53.2; 66.4; 67.29; 94.293 
95-I-9; 99.1-3; 99.23; 100.21 

&pi8untikns, arithmetical, 19.7—-9; 
21.19—22; 22.8; 23.4; 23.33 

ApiototéAns, Aristotle, 9.8; 11.25; 38.325 
39.8; 42.9; 42.14; 61.10; 73.27; 79.11; 





82.11; 85.15; 89.5; 90.31; 92.22; 
93-31 

é&puovia, harmony, 17.4; 24.2; 25.29; 26.9; 
27.8-12; 27.20-3} 29.15; 38.10; 53.28; 
54-23; 55.22; 85.22 

&pyovikn, the harmonic mean or ratio, 
19.7; 19.22—8; 21.11-19} 21.23; 21.31; 
22.18; 23.5; 36.14 

&ppntos, ineffable, unspoken, 77.31 

d&pxnyos, such as to originate, 29.13 

Apxiutdns, Archimedes, 76.21 

&pxoeidés, originary form, 30.14 

‘Apxuteios, Archytus, 34.1 

doPévera, weakness, feebleness, 50.29; 
55-73 55-15; 66.3-4 

doxeAr)s, without legs, 95.16; 98.8-11 

‘AoxAntids, Asclepius, 63.30-2; 
64.9 

‘Acoupior, Assyrians, 50.20 

cotnp, KoTpov, star, 9.10; 42.28; 43.12; 
44.12; 47-14-16; 75.21; 76.1; 84.8; 
88.14; 97.7 

coTpovopyia, KoTPOVOHOS, astronomy, 
astronomer, 76.7; 77.18-19 

douuyetpia, lack of symmetry, 55.11; 
55-25; 63.1; 64.17-18 

&ompatos, incorporeal, 4.21-5; 5.4—7; 
8.253 97-253 99-14 

a&to€ia, &taktos, disorder, disorderly, 47.1; 
56.30; 97-15 

&teAr\s, incomplete, imperfect, 6.22; 7.26; 
43-13; 61.11; 72.1; 83.22; 87.10 

&toyos, individual, 3.2; 84.18 

‘Attikds, Atticus, 100.2 

avyoeidzs, luminous, 81.21; 85.3 

&UAos, immaterial, without matter, 8.24; 
9-12-13; 10.3-4; 11.20} 45.14; 
40.17-20; 51.7 

avEnors, av€ev, growth, to nourish, 26.33; 
72.3; 87.16; 87.20-4; 87.31; 88.1-6 

avuTapkeia, avt&pxns, self-sufficiency, 
self-sufficient, 86.8; 89.31; 90.2-8; 
90.15-6; 99.6 

avTO Ka@’ «56 Or ExuTS (cf. KaG ato 
simpliciter) itself by itself, 8.14; 30.10; 
35-8; 65.14 

auto Ue avd, itself through itself, 53.15; 
86.7 

avtoyévebAos, self-generated, 54.10; 
89.29 

avtoZéov, the Living Being itself, 69.3-6 
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avtokivnols, avtoKivntos, self-motion, 
self-moved, 46.8; 46.12-15; 46.30-1; 
64.11; 72.13; 93.2 

auTo"aTos, spontaneous, 64.18-20, 

avtoteAns, entirely complete, 92.5 

avtoupyés, self-work, handwork, 50.24-6; 
70.28-30 

auTopuns, innate, intrinsic, organic 20.6; 
30.14; 41.4; 80.9; 80.15; 92.21-6 

&pOaptos, uncorrupted, incorruptible, 
9-14; 60.24-6 

&@Oitos, imperishable, incorruptible, 
82.16 

&pouoiotv, to be assimilated, to make like, 
72-9 

‘Agpoditn, Aphrodite, 27.18; 48.22-7; 
49-23 54.21; 69.26 

&Xpavtos, immaculate, 2.6; 45.2; 68.2 

&xepiotos, inseparable 


B 


BdOos, Padus, depth, deep, 11.20—-1; 21.24; 
28.8; 38.26; 39.6; 47.18; 50.6; 76.1; 
92.8 

BéAtIoTOs, what is best, 64.4 

Bicios, Bia, violent, force, 55.11; 55.26; 
57-18; 64.16; 92.23 

Bdpetos, north, 75.22—32 

BovAnors, will, intention, purpose, 16.8—9; 
54-18; 55.16; 70.29-30 


r 


yedav, yédos, to laugh, laughter, 27.24-6; 
98.12-13 

yeveoioupyés, works of genesis 11.23; 
47-7 

yéveois, genesis, generation, becoming 
20.1; 48.2; 48.14; 49.25; 52.25; 70.233 
87.29; 100.28 

yevéTowp, creator, 54.26 

yevntov, To (taxy,), generated, 1.13—-16; 
4-4-323 5-3-15; 7-29; 12.16; 17.8; 
18.73 43-315 55-29-31; 84.22; 95.31 

yevntas (opp. vontés), in a generated 

mode, 100.9 

yevvntikds, such as to engender, 9.19; 10.2; 
73.16; 92.18; 94.15 

yévos, genus, kind, 6.8—10; 23.3125 61.1; 
74.18 


yevelv, to taste, give a taste of, 6.26; 81.31; 
86.11-15; 87.14; 

YEOLETPIKT|S, UECOTNS, Geometric mean or 
ratio 19.7; I19.16—20; 20.22—7; 21.9; 
21.16-22} 21.31; 22.918; 23.33 30.15; 
52.53 52.12-13 

yi, earth, 2.24; 4.1; 6.12-23; 7.16; 7.33; 
8.23—-6; 9.20-2; 10.16-31; II.I—20; 
11.32; 12.18-27; 13.1-14; 17.9-19; 
18.9-12; 26.30; 27.6; 37.19; 38.4; 
38.20-6; 39.1-13; 39.24-8; 40.9; 
40.193 40.27—-30; 41.2; 41.25; 42.3-7; 
43-143 43-24-65 44.2-275 45.53 45-203 
47-10-20; 48.17; 48.25—-6; 49.6-12; 
49.17-21; 50.6-8; 50.14—23; 51.23; 
56.14; 56.24; 56.31; 74.8-13; 77-22; 
79.22; 88.293 97-15 

Yijpas, yepoov, old age, 58.19; 63.4 

ylyvooxeiv, yvopideiv, yvopiotikds, to 
know, make known, capable of 
knowing, 6.3; 82.26—9; 83.32; 84.17; 
84.27; 85.9; 85.19-21; 86.18-23; 
Q1.22; 99.21 

yvoun, thought, judgement, opinion, 
teaching, 42.22 

yvois, a knowing, knowledge, 83.28—30; 
84.12; 85.5; 92.43 98.25 

yvwotikov dpydvov, organ for knowing, 
79:25 

16 yvwotdv, known, knowable, 83.25; 
84.30; 91.22 


A 


Saipoov, daemon, 11.10 

SerySévta, demonstrations, 12.9; 76.20 

Sexas, decad, 5.30; 53.53 53-9 

Seouds, Seiv, a bond, to bond, tie, 5.19; 
7.14; 13.16-24; 14.1-5; 14.21-9; 15.4; 
1511-31; 16.4-23; 17.2; 17.23; 
18.3-8; 18.17-24; 20.7; 24.8; 24.20-8; 
25.25; 26.3; 26.19; 27-19-29; 29.5—6; 
29.12; 29.21; 35.1; 36.17; 47-315 
51-3-53 53-22-53 546-11} 55-26-33; 
56.2—7; 65.13; 79.25; 81.14; 86.1; 
87.12; 88.8-10; 99.2 

Snuiovpynua, created thing 54.27 

Snuioupyia, creation, 1.8; 1.22; 2.10; 
2.265 3.1-Q3 5.315 53-205 57-1; 7-275 
63.32; 68.17; 80.24; 98.21; 99.33; 
100.5 
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Snuloupyikds, demiurgic, 16.8; 27.22—30; 
33-24-53 45.12; 45.23; 46.28; 48.5; 
51.5-133 51.333 56.21; 57.28; 63.18; 
64.93 67.25-305 68.19; 70.193 77-33 
79-27; 81.9; 89.23-4; 90.8; 92.27; 
93-135 99-9 

Snuloupyés, 6, the Demiurge, 2.17—19; 
7.238; 14.2; 24.3; 26.18-21; 27.30; 
35.28; 42.28; 44.28; 45.6; 45.27-8; 
47-4-9; 48.5; 50.225; 51.29; 52.33 
53-2233 54-55 54-223 55.14-195 
60.25-31; 61.15-22; 62.13; 62.28; 
63.10-16; 63.24; 64.8; 65.16; 66.6-13; 
68.5; 68.28; 69.7; 69.29; 70.3; 

70.1 7-293 72-12; 73-253 77-5; 80.28-9; 
82.14; 84.14; 89.25—-8; 90.1; 90.32; 
91.19; 92-26; 93.7-16; 98.10; 99.12; 
99-25-31; 101.22; 1O1;12 

Snuloupyos TravteAns, perfect 
Demiurge, 27.30 

Squioupyoi, of, demiurges 56.24; 69.4; 

Anuoxpitos, Democritus, 33.13; 34.16 

Siaipeois, Siaipeiv, division, to divide, 1.4; 
2.8-20; 3.10-19} 25.21; 26.10; 37.10; 
57-11; 77-12; 78.14; 87.20; 97.253 
99.21; 101.6 

Sicicdvios, throughout eternity, 56.3; 72.22 

Siakdoynols, Siakooueiv, an ordering of 
things, to arrange, 17.22; 23.21; 24.3; 
42.21; 70.7; 98.27 

Siavonyata, conceptions, 36.21 

Siavontikds, capable of discursive reason, 
61.16; 83.5 

Sidvoia, thought (specifically discursive 
thought or reasoning), 14.31; 21.1; 
61.14-24; 83.7-10 

Sis, interpenetration, running through, 
9-3; 10.6; 88.17 

Atdvuoos, Dionysus, 28.1; 80.22 

SimrAaciaouds, doubling, 33.19 

SimAaoiett téTaptos, two and a quarter 
(numerical value), 33-19 

Soxis, beam, plank, 33.26, 

86€a, opinion, belief judgement, 
supposition, 4.6; 4.15; 20.26; 23.26; 
42.13; 83.6-8; 84.10 

as opp. vous, Sidvoia, 83.7 
as Opp. pavtacia, aiobnots, 83.8 

Spay, to do or act, act upon, 7.4; 7.245 
29.25; 79.273; 86.7; 88.18; 89.17—20; 
92.20 


SpaoTnplos, vigorous, active, 64.14 
Suds, SV, the number two, 13.15; 13.26; 
14.11-16; 15.2; 17.17-28; 18.4-5; 
19.13-26; 21.5—Q; 22.12; 28.12; 
28.20-6; 29.15; 29.12-24; 29.32; 
30.16; 30.12-26; 31.4; 31.22-9; 
32.26; 32.12-17; 33.9-17; 33-295 
34-75 34-153 34-215 35-595 35-20-45 
36.8; 36.11-18; 36.23; 37-90-10; 37.273 
38.1; 39.20-9; 40.1; 40.20-7; 41.2-23; 
41.30-1; 52.24; 72.11; 75.12; 78.2; 
86.10; 87.20; 93.29 
SUvauis, power, 2.7; 11.23; 13.21-3; 
16.3—-5; 17.21; 20.8-10; 22.18-24; 
24.13; 25.I- 29; 27.16; 27.27; 28.4; 
35-12; 36.29; 37-2-12; 37.22; 38.7; 
39.26; 39.2 1-8; 40.1-30; 41.2-5; 
4I.17-23; 41.31; 42.1; 43.23; 45.25 
45-29-30; 47.24-30; 48.28; 50.16; 
53-11; 53-26; 55-14-15; 56.15; 57.3-9; 
57-31; 58.17; 63.22; 64.15; 64.293 
65.5-7; 66.3-10; 67.32; 68.2; 69.25; 
73.22; 77.28; 78.21; 91.23-7; 94.2 
capacity, potential, 12.2 1-5; 48.11; 
70.19; 90.4; 100.19—22 
quality, property, 10.28; 25.1-29 
(powers identified with qualities); 
35-273 37-18 
musical value, 21.22—32 22.12-20 
SUvacGa1, to be able, capable, possible, 
13.16; 18.2; 21.29; 23.323 29.25; 
31.16; 37.32; 42.4; 45.26; 51.18; 
55-26; 60.10-21; 65.7; 66.1; 67.1; 
71-7-153 72-15 72-295 73-35 75-395 
76.9; 80.17; 90.28; 95.26; IOI.11 
SvoeiS1s, dual in form, 29.10; 53.1 
SuoKivytos, immobile or not easily moved, 
II.21; 12.25; 40.10-15; 40.28-32; 
49-75 51.24 
Sdpov, gift, 4.2; 56.21; 68.19; 79.27; 
92.27 


E 


EPSouds, (the) seven, 94.3; EBS5ouadixds, the 
nature of the seven, 95.3 

éyylyvouai, to come to be in or between, 
7.22; 17.233 23.7 

éyyova, product, 8.2 

éyypagelv, inscribe, 71.8-14; 71.22; 76.9 

éyeipeiv, motivate, 14.26; 81.25; 93.1 
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€YKOOUIOS, encosmic, pertaining to what is 
in the cosmos, 3.8; 24.11; 27.26; 
45-31; 46.3; 46.30; 54.23; 70.20-2; 
73.2; 98.13; 100.4 
éyxpovos, enmeshed in time, 100.4; 
100.14 
€5pa, seat, 38.23 
Spatios, stable, steady, 43.24; 45.53 49-7 
eiSos, form, 4.20; 5.22; 9.15; 10.5—6; 16.12; 
17.18; 18.27; 24.12; 25.2-I11; 25.28; 
34-303 35-25 35-273 36.293 37-1-9; 
37-135 39-53 42.18; 43.8; 44.2; 46.3-6; 
47-10; 47.26-8; 50.28; 55.6-9; 
55-21-33; 59.16; 62.5; 65.25-31; 67.28; 
74-233 78.26; 79.4; 83.32; 84.31; 88.3; 
96.21; 97-11; 97-30; 98.1; 99.21 
(t&) ciSikeotépa, things that are more 
like form, 1.5 
eiSotroids, made to have form, 25.5 
eiS@Aov, image, 80.23; 82.28; 85.9 
eiS@Aikés, concerned with images, 
82.26 
élkoov, IMage, 13.19; 39.18; 65.31; 69.27; 
83.10; 85.25 
eiAiKkpivi)s, pure, 44.1-6 
eipyds, series, 26.12; 52.11 
(koa) EkaoTov, ExaoTa, particular, 
particulars, 2.27; 3.4 
éxei, up there, i.e. among the intelligibles, 
26.14; 43-15-20; 70.15; 77.8; 77.253 
92.6; 99.3 
(in the heavens) 43.15-20; 44.1-14; 
50.3-8; 
éxeiev, from up there, i.e. from the 
intelligible realm, 52.1; 77.3; 89.24 
from up there, i.e. the heavens, 10.11; 
48.6 
ekTaols, extension, 25.3; 25.12 
éxteivoo, to take on extension, to extend, 
25.7; 26.6; 72.1 
éxpaivev, to manifest, 2.4; 2.20; divine 
revelation, 50.21 
éxpavois, manifestations, 2.19; 87.26 
Enea, Eleatic, 75.4 
éAAcuyels, illuminations, 80.18 
“EAAny, Greek, 82.7-13 
EutredoKAt\s, Empedocles, 8.27; 18.7; 
69.23 
éuTrUpiov, empyrian region (cf. Or. Chald.), 
57-11-14; 58.5-8 
éutruptioos, in the mode of fire, 28.6 


tupaiveiv, to manifest, 15.17 
tupaveia, visible, 57.12; 74.23; obvious 
78.13 
éugaors, reflection, 80.19; 97.24 
éuyuxia, ensoulment, 1.3—-9; 2.11; 7.253 
14.28 
16 &v, The One, 18.27-30; 43-27-31; 
68.24-7; 69.35; 78.7 
TO év ov, the One-Being, 16.21; 59.14 
évédes, henads, 26.17; 65.18; 69.6 
évavtios, évavtia, opposite, opposites, 
6.7-215 9.20; 10.29; 12.30; 14.16; 
17.18; 17.26-30; 28.2; 28.21-9; 
29.2—73 29.21-4; 30.1-3; 35.10; 37.26; 
38.19; 39.5-133 40.9-10; 40.30; 42.1; 
53-28; 54-30; 64.30; 67.4; 94.6-15; 
94:27 
évavtiwols, opposition, 6.15; 11.1; 
27.24; 38.17; 38.20-3; 94.11 
évovtiotata, things maximally opposed, 
17.28; 37.21-3; 38.27-31; 39-I-3 
évapydZeiv, gvapydvios, to harmonize, 
harmonious 14.1; 18.16; 41.8; 54.75 
80.15 
évderkvUvau, to indicate, 50.18; 98.10; 
99-24; IOI.1I 
éverkoviZeoOa, to picture or generate an 
image, 83.11 
evepyela, activity, 1.12; 2.26; 8.11; 17.21; 
25.20; 59.21; 72.16; 77.9; 83.24; 
89.30; 90.243 92-7; 93-12; 97-1; 97-26; 
98.3; actuality, 8.5; 89.6 
évepy Tikes, in an active manner, 85.1 
évepyntikotata, at the maximum level 
of activity, 96.27 
kav’ évépyeiav (opp. Kat’ ovoiav) 8.5; 
83.24; 84.30 
évvolal Kolvai, common conceptions, 
81.29 
évvous, possessed of intellect, 1.3-9; 2.11; 
7-253 998-13 
évotroids, making things one, 13.23; 16.4; 
16.153 20.2; 24.16; 26.5; 27.14; 28.4; 
48.29; 52.33 54-245 73.235 78.14; 
99.2 
évuAos, enmattered (see also UAn), 4.20; 
9-12; 10.34; 11.23; 24.125 25.2-8; 
36.295 37-15 42-245 43-315 45.245 
46.21; 50.5; 81.5; 83.27; 84.18 
évuAotatos, évuAotépos, degrees of 
materiality, 8.25; 11.21; 45.14 
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évuTtépxelv, to be immanent in, 15.15; 
18.18 

évois, évotv, unification, to unify, 2.5; 
13.20—-7; 15.32; 16.16; 16.22—5; 17.3; 
18.17; 23.6-8; 24.10-8; 26.14; 
27.10-133 43.243 51.53 51.323 54.45 
55-2; 67.25; 72.32; 77-11; 77-315 
81.21; 84.30; 92.6; 99.23 

eaAAatreiv, be transformed 46.16; 
79-19 

2€aptav, To, transcend; or a transcends b 
(converse: b depends upon a), 5.6; 
15.23—7; 16.8; 23.6; 24.17; 46.8; 80.2; 
81.6; 85.1; 94.11 

e€1s, state, 24.11 

émriBoAn, conception, 61.17; 72.8 

émikpateiv, predominate, 9.2; 21.25; 
43:22-7 

érritreSa, planes or plane numbers, 28-36 
passim; 73.133 74.1 

érioTNYovikés, Elo TUN, scientific, 
scientific knowledge, 36.21; 51.7; 
56.45 97-29 

elo Tpégelv, revert, revert upon, revert 
itself upon (see also ériotpog@n, 
OTpEPELV), 16.20; 23.1; 26.8-18; 64.3; 
67.29; 71-1; 92-43 92-13; 93-215 
102.1 

étm1otpoPt, reversion (see also émriotpégelv; 
OTpEPELV), 26.3; 64.7; 67.31; 79-15 
102.3 

emit Se1oT ns, étriTSelcs, receptivity, 
80.16-20; 80.30; 81.9; IO1.16 

EpatooPvévijs, Eratosthenes, 34.3 

épyov, work, function, 24.3; 52.43 54-10; 
58.1; 61.18; 63.9; 74.20; 89.27-9 

Epufjs, the planet Mercury, 48.22; 48.28; 
49-3 

(the god) Hermes, 27.25 

*Epoos, (the divinity) Love, 54.24—-9; 64.1; 
85.26-8 

epws, love, 14.26; 54.8-16; 85.29; 92.14 

éoxatos, extreme term, limit, 20.12—-15; 
21.3; 26.1-8; 26.23; 26.33; 27.25 
36.31; 45.22; 46.26; 49.17; 51.23; 
56.238; 62.3; 65.23; 73.29 

étepoxivntos, moved by another, 47.1; 
64.11-13 

étepdtns, Difference (see also 8&tepov), 
18.6; 27.11; 27.19; 37.5-8; 78.22; 
78.28 


evxivntos, (the property of being) easily 
moved, 12.14; 39.22—3; 40.2—6; 40.15; 
40.24; 40.32; 41.1; 41.25—-73 49.6; 
§0.10; 51.23 

Evxaeidns, Euclid, 76.20 


Z 


Cav, to be alive (contrasted with having its 
being in life), 46.13-31 
Zeus, Zeus, 24.26; 48.24 
Coon, life, 2.8; 7.4-7; 14.27; 24.16; 37.5-6; 
42.18; 43.30; 46.11-4; 46.30-1; 48.29; 
53-29; 56.25; 57.26; 60.1; 67.32; 68.1; 
78.28; 80.33; 81 passim; 82.10; 82.19; 
82.27; 83.9; 85.2-6; 90.14-17; 92.4; 
93-2; 94.21; 96.27; 97.26-30 
ula oor}, a single life, 24.4 
Cwoyovikds, enlivening, 1.22; 91.26; 
zoogonic, 57.28 
Cwydvos, life-giving, 72.10; 99.8 
Ca&ov, a living thing, animal, 1.3—-9; 3.15; 
5-293 7-25; 15.18; 24.7; 46.13-18; 
58.13-23; 62.6; 68.7—-8; 73.19; 81.4; 
82.21-2; 83.4; 84.25-7; 85.5; 86.15; 
87.8; 90.233 91.13 
Zaov vontov, the intelligible living 
thing, 1.2; 2.12; 16.24; 52.21; 
59-16-17; 69.3—-6; 69.29; 70.12; 
72.31-2; 77.6; 84.31; 96.30; 98.27; 
IOI.21 
TO TravTenés Céov, the all-perfect living 
thing/being, 1.2; 2.12; 16.24; 52.21; 
59-17; 69.29; 70.12; 77.6; 98.273 
IOI.21 
Cworroigiv, make alive, 86.27 
Cworroids, life-giving, 45.3 


H 


Sus, sweet, pleasant, 84.1-3 

Aiaxés, of the sun, solar, 47.12; 75.28 

iAlos, sun, 7.1; 9.10-17; 48.16-23; 49.2; 
56.10; 75.30; 76.4; 82.8; 84.8 

‘\wikuKAos, semicircle, 14.5-9 

HuIdA1os, one and a half times more, the 
ratio of one and a half to one (1.5:1), 
31.7; 31.28; 35.22 

“Hgaiotos, the god Hephaestus, 27.19-21; 
27.29-315 70.21; 80.22 
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(©) 


@c&tepov, the Other, the Different (see also 
étepdoTns), 78.15; 94.26 
Ocaitntos, the Theaetetus, 82.28 
Ocios, divine, divinity, 2.11; 4.22; 10.15; 
13.20; 16.24; 22.1; 36.24; 43.30; 44.3; 
45.2; 46.18; 47.29; 51.5; 67.25; 72.29; 
77-11; 79.4; 80.7; 80.33; 81.28; 82.14; 
84.22; 89.21; 90.12-5 
Ociov odya, divine body, 43.13; 60.4; 
97-19 
Oia yuxn, divine soul, 5.25; 
IOI.17 
Ociov pds, divine light, 6.28; 7.3 
8ed8ev, from the gods, 50.21 
Ge00peuuov, (Or: Chald.), maintained by 
God, 92.8 
8edAoyos, theologian; refers to unknown 
allegorists of Homer, 27.17; 98.9; 
refers to Or. Chald., 9.16; 50.20; 82.3; 
Orph. fr., 24.24; 45.6; 48.18; 53.21; 
54.21; 70.14; 80.20; 82.20; 93.18 
GeoAoyiKds, in a theological manner, 
91.31 
Qed, god(s), 4.2; 5.27; 10.8; 12.28; 27.173 
27.253 42.33 45-8; 54.3; 69.25 
70.17—-20; 79.33 80.23; 83.2; 84.25-6; 
90.10-16; 90.31; 98.10-15; 98.12; 
99.8; 100.15; ro1.4-8 
&xpavtos Geds, immaculate divinity, 
aug 
éykdoulol Oe0i, encosmic gods, 3.8 
voepos Oeds, intellectual god, 70.15; 
85.25; 99.17; I00.16-17 
véoi Oeoi, younger gods (Tim. 42d), 3.3; 
45:25 
G05 StuIoupyés, demiurgic god, 33.24; 
IOI.12 
8eooogia, theosophy, 57.10 
Gedtns, divinity, 54.2; 67.24; 70.14; 
80.4. 
Oedppaotos, Theophrastus, 6.22 
Sepuavtés, capable of being heated, 
64.23 
Oepuds, Sépueiv, hot, warm, to heat, 10.12; 
10.20-I} 25.14; 27.5; 29.26; 37.18; 
37-245 38.2-33 47-173 49-9; 58.16; 
64.14-28; 65.2—-6; 84.1 
Ovntds, mortal, 5.2 
Ovrytov trp, perishable fire, 10.15 
OpeTrT1Kés, nourishing 


*TéuBAryos, Iamblichus, 4.22; 36.24; 72.8 

iatpds, doctor, physician, 48.813 

i8éa, (Platonic) form, idea, 2.1; 5.30; 27.3; 
42.28; 45.5; 62.28; 74.27; IOI.12 

iSios, defining feature, 6.23; 9.6; 10.13; 
10.20; 11.9} 11.20; 19.21; 26.5; 33.23 
44-19; 47-16-19; 52.73 57-6; 59-16; 
62-73 74-243 77-85 77-31; 92-325 94-16; 
95-8; 97-6; 101.18 

igpos, sanctuary, 5.28 

“Introxpa&tns, Hippocrates, 28.24 

ipis, rainbow, 6.30 

ioOpuds (tv yevnTav Kai Geioov), isthmus 
(between what is generated and the 
divine), 87.33 

iooyovios, equiangular, having equal 
angles, 76.14-19 

iooxpartts, of equal dominion, 43.16-18 

ioottepivetpos, of equal perimeter, 71.2; 
71.11-12; 76.8; 76.16 

iooTtAeUpos, with equal sides, 71.6-7; 
76.13-19 

iodtns, equality, 18.29-30; 19.2-8; 20.1-3; 
22.30; 23.1-8 


TroAia, Italy, 11.14. 


K 


Ka® até or Eautd (cf. avtd KaG’ at), by 
or in itself, 2.14; 9.23; 30.133 79-23; 
84.19 

Kadapevelv, KaOapois, to be cleaned, 
purified, purification 8.24; 9.15; 
11.19; 44.17; 63.8; 68.4; 81.5; 81.22; 
83.25 

Ka8apdotns, purity, 5.9 

K&0080s (see also KaTtaBaiveo), descent, 
46.13; 72.18 

Ka@dAou, universally, generally 17.26; 
64.28; 65.6; kaBoAiKcoTepos, More 
universal, more general, 23.19; 
29.28 

kas, bad, evil, 55.18; 89.19-20 

KaAAos, KaAds, beauty, beautiful, fine, 
good, 7.24-6; 13.17; 13.25; 16.3; 
18.20; 45.27; 65.13; 68.12; 73.9; 
78.18; 78.24-7 

TO KoAdv, what is beautiful or fine, 
beauty, 13.22; 18.16; 54.22 
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TO KaAdv, the Beautiful Itself, 68.25; 

69.9; 73-6-8; 85.21; 85.30 

Kaveov, kava, a rule, canon, standard, 
23.20; 34.4 

kapkivos, Cancer (the constellation), 
75:31 

kataPaiveiv, descend, come down (see also 
K&6050s), 23.24 

katakAeietv, enclose, 57.31 

katéAnyis, a judgement, 76.28 

KaTavTay, arrive at, 53.1 

katatrivev, swallow, 91.20-1; 93.16; 99.7 
kaTtatroois, swallowing, ingesting, 


93-185 93.25 
kavoTik6s, capable of being burnt, 10.15; 


keiyeva, things laid down, 17.18 
Kevds, void, 60.1; 73.30-2; 74.3-145 79-133 
89.4-6; 91.8; 96.9 
kéVvTpov, Centre, 93.12; 72.23; 73-233 77-305 
93-15-24; 74.11; 77.22; 79.21 
kivnots, kiveiv, Movement, motion, to 
move, change, 5.24; 7.9; 10.12; 
11.26—32; 12.6-15; 28.29; 38.25-32; 
39.3-6; 42.17-18; 43.19; 45.15; 46.10; 
46.223 47.1; 50.9; 57.6; 60.9-13; 66.1; 
69.153 72-3} 72-14-24; 72.25; 73-28; 
74.19; 74.278; 75.I-2; 75.2632; 
76.1; 77.16; 79.9; 87.23-45 91.5-133 
Q1.31; 92 passim; 93.I-5; 93-15-16; 
93-32-33 94.4-12}; 94.20-2; 95.8-14; 
95-21-53 96.2-22; 96.30; 97.2-17; 
97.21-4; 98.6; 98.25; 99.22 
as opp. otdéors, stability, 78.30 
kivnots voepd, intellective motion, 
99.6 
seven kinds distinguished, 94.7 
KIVITIKOS, MOtive, 79.25; QI.I-2; OI.1T; 
101.26 
Koiveoveiv, have communion with, have a 
share of, 5.12; 13.20; 14.1; 14.236; 
17.3; 17.233 18.17; 20.4; 25.28; 27.24; 
29.8-16; 35.2—73 35-14; 35.28; 
38.9-14; 40.28; 41.4; 45-193 54-7; 
54-23; 85.3; 88.21-4 
KOOUIKOS, COSMIC, 50.26; 54.17; 72.27; 
83.10; 93.15 
KdoHOS, cosmos, universe, (see also 
€yKOOUIOS), I.I-10; 2.13; 3-15-25; 
4-7-133 4.245 4.31; 5-11; 6.2—-7; 
6.25-73 7.1; 7-27-32; 8.7; 10.7; 11.19; 





12.20-7; 14.2; 17.8; 17.22; 24.7; 
25.28; 26.13; 26.25-9; 27.20; 29.22-9; 
37-21; 38.11; 41.7; 42.11; 43.1; 43-11; 
45-14; 48.1; 49.22-3; 49.32-3; 
§0.22-273 52.10-25; §3.7-18; 53.29; 
54-3-65 54-165 54-303 55-35 55-21-95 
56.7-21; 57.9-20} 58.1; 59.2-10; 
59-32; 61.28; 62.10; 63.11; 64.22—5; 
65.8-17; 65.29; 66.8-9; 67.33; 68.3; 
68.14; 68.20; 70.3-7; 70.27; 71.31; 
72.9; 72.24; 73-I-73 79-3; 79-28; 80.8; 
80.26-33; 81.30; 82.6; 84.6-8; 84.29; 
85.11-16; 86.22; 87.17; 88.30; 89.3-6; 
89.27; 90.4; 91.21; 92-13-32; 
93-10-17} 93-32; 96.1; 97.8-13; 97.233 
98.4; 98.23-6; 99.26; 100.4-10; 
IOI.15; LOI.24—5; 102.2 
eis 6 KOOUOS, a single cosmos, 62.14 
6 KOoNOS TravTEATs, complete cosmos, 
3.28 
KOOUOS vornTos, Opp, KOoHOS aio8nTds, 
26.24-29 
KpGols, mixture, 14.18 
Kpatntikés, ruling, controlling, 71.26; 
91.23 
Kpeittov, TO, the superior element or 
better part, 5.10; 24.10; 47.33; 
78.13-30; 83.2; 90.14; 99.11 
Kpdvos, (the planet) Saturn, 48.24-9 
Kpupios, KpUyis, hidden, concealment, 
79:73 77-73 87.26 
KUBos, cube, 31.22—30; 32.1-2; 32.20-6; 
33-1-95 34-11-30; 35.35 35-18-24; 
36.1-14; 41.9 
kukAiZeiv, move in a circular motion, 
60.10; 94.2 
KUKAIK6s, circular, 72.15; 94.2—5; 94.20; 
95.26 
KUKAos, circle, 11.26—-32; 12.2-14; 14.6-10; 
26.11; 40.8; 70.13; 72.2-I1; 73.28-32; 
75-21-45; 75.323 76.15; 77-16; 78.1; 
79-155 92.215 93-33 93-335 94-4-115 
95-135 97.2-4 
KUKAos &treipéoios, unlimited circle, 70.9 
KUKAos Satépou, circle of the Different, 


94.26-7 
KUKAos TawTOU, circle of the Same, 


94.26 
KUKAos Wuyikés, circle of the soul, 2.20 
kuKAotepns, round, circular, 68.10; 78.4; 

79.18 
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KuKAogopia, circular motion, revolution, 
72-175 94-65 94.175 94.293 95-65 
95-18-21; 96.22; 97.14 

KuAieo@ou, turn round and round, 97.4 

KUAIvSpos, cylinder, 75.13; 76.3; 97.4 

KG@vos, Cone, 75.12; KaOVIKOS, CONIC 34.2; 
koovoeldés, conic form, 8.12 


A 


Aayxaveiy, allot, 1.6-12; 16.10; 46.26; 
80.30; 84.31; 86.25; 94.4 
Agios, smooth, 50.11; 79.15-29; 80 passim; 
81.8; 98.15; 98.24; IOI.14 
AéEis, phrase, words, saying, 30.11; 41.16; 
61.14; 76.30 
AeTrTOVEpEIG, tenuousNess, 39.2 1-2; 40.2—-3; 
40.14; 40.24; 41.24-7; 51.21 
Aeukos, white, 29.25-7; 80.11 
Adyia, Ta, Chaldean Oracles, 50.30; 54.8; 
58.3; 61.22; 89.25-8 
Aoyikés, rational, 83.8 
Aoy keds, in a rational manner, 47.30 
Aoyioyds, reasoning, plan, 67.17-24; 
98.14; 99.32 
Aoyos 
argument or account, 2.1; 6.14; 6.22; 
7.12; 9.8-16; 20.21; 22.21; 36.22; 
47-33 48.1; 57.236; 61.13; 66.14, 
79.17; 88.15; 89.15; 94.16; 101.6 
ratio, 1.9; 18.25-6; 19.21; 21.2-17; 
22.46; 22.23-4; 23.4; 30.28; 33.233 
34-38-95 34.253 35-175 35-22-3153 
36.2-10; 36.15; 51.73; 51-16; 52.713; 
64.32; 65.12; 67.7-I1; 94.223 95.25; 
96.3; 97.22 
rational forming principle, 15.18-21; 
contrasted with eiSos Kai Gaods, form 
and life, 37.4-6; contrasted with 
mathematical ratio, 23.223; 
51.12-19 
reason, 23.22—3; 23.29; 51.12; 55-153 
86.23; Adyos «is, single reason, 
24.4 
AuTrnpds, painful, 59.7; 84.1-4; 90.27 
Avelv, Avots, dissolve or destroy, 
destruction 29.24; 38.14; 55.18; 
55-28; 56.9; 58.18; 63.2; 64.31; 65.12; 
67.6 
Autos, destructible, 43.16; 55.30; 63.21 


M 


udOnua, uaxOnuatixds, the mathematical, 
mathematics, 13.4; 20.19; 23 passim; 
24.153 30.9; 36.17-315 37-15 
39-16-18; 39.273 41.13; 51.6-12; 
51.19; 68.21; 71.4; 75.18; 76.24-8; 
77:24 
ucKap, blessed, 5.11 
yétny, pointless, in vain, 89.4; 90.19; 
90.30-2 
uaxn, conflict, 37.25; 38.10 
yéyebos, greatness, magnitude, size 
21.28-30; 62.19; 66.25; 74.6; 76.2 
ueSexTOs, participated, 46.4-6; 46.29 
yébeEls, KATE pebeElv (Opp. Kat’ aitiav), 
through participation 44.7; 46.9-15 
Mevatxyos, Menaichmus, 34.2 
uepiZev, divide, divide into parts, 2.8; 25.2; 
26.19; 66.2; 83.21; 93.27; IOI.7 
uepikos, fragmentary, 52.9 
uepikdds, in the manner of a part (opp. 
OAIKaS), 26.27; 62.3-8 
UEepiKcoTEpos, more fragmentary, 52.9 
uepikd, particulars, 3.2; 26.27; 84.15; 
84.27; 85.2 
UEpIKT) Pvols, partial nature, 55.8 
EepiKt) YuXn, partial soul, 55.8-9 
uepis, UEpOs, part, 2.8; 2.14; 2.22; 3.1; 3.11; 
11.9; 19.28; 28.2; 36.28; 50.15; 51.25; 
53-29; 56.153 §7-2-5; 57-16; 58.13; 
58.253 59.23; 60.23; 61.11; 61.28-30; 
62.2-5; 62.7-8; 72.25; 81.27; 84.32; 
88.25; 88.31; 96.13; 100.32; 1OT.4; 
IOI.§ 
uepioyds, a division, that which admits of 
parts, 92.5; 101.8 
yeplotés, part, particular, divided, 
divisible, 1.15; 24.23; 25.11; 27.11; 
61.22; 79.25; 80.24; 81.1-5; 81.17—-21; 
82.25; 83.26; 84.27; 85.8-115 85.31; 
86.16-21 
yepioTés, in a partial or divisible manner 
82.9; 84.2 1-4; 100.18 
yéoos, middle, middle term, intermediate 
element, 1.14—153 3.11; 7-15-17} 9.233 
12.1; 12.18; 13.14—-16; 14.12; 14.28; 
15.16; 15.28-9; 16.2; 16.11—-12; 18.9; 
18.23; 20.1I-15; 21.3—4; 21.17; 
22.216; 23.17; 24.13-15; 24.22; 
25.31-2; 26.2-6; 26.22—3; 27.1-2; 
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29.6-18; 30.6; 30.30; 31.2—6; 31.14; 
31.29; 32.33 32-11; 33-73 33-14-25 
33-293 34-7-153 34-25-31; 35.213; 
35-21-53 35-315 36-11-14; 40.1; 
40.20-4; 41.3-9; 41.26-30; 42.4; 
44-14; 47-6; 47.125 48.27; 49-16; 
51.14; 51.28; 53.1; 56.28; 60.19; 
68.10; 74.2-8; 77.20-32; 79.14; 79.29; 
82.30; 88.30; 93.15; 98.16; 101.17; 
101.28 

yetaPatikds, mutable, 97.30 

yetaBAnrtés, subject to change, 6.12-17; 
42.23; 46.17-21 

yetoAauBaverv (see also petéyelv), 
participate in, partake of, share in, 
5.12, II.13; 49.12; 57.2 

yetappeiv, ebb and flow, 88.4. 

uetéxelv (see also uetoAauBavelv), 
participate in, partake of, share in, 
8.21; 9.21; 11.173; 12.26; 13.27-14.1; 
24.19; 26.23-30; 27.4-6; 49.5—6; 51.9; 
67.32; 85.60—7; 90.23; 97-13-18; 97.27; 
100.27 

veTeXxoueva, participated things, 45.30; 
46.2 

ueTouoia, participation, 9.9; 80.31; 83.6; 
IO1.16 

uEéTPOV, a Measure, 28.4; 38.13; 74.27-8; 
97.26 

utvn, the moon, 48.20 

untnp, mother, 53.5 

uipnors, yipt}oOa1, imitation, likeness, to 
imitate, 3.3; 16.27; 26.20-4; 43.30; 
51.4; 67.30; 72.16; 73.5; 77-15-1735 
83.17-18; 92.28; 93.23-5; 94.21; 98.4; 
98.18; 102.1 

ui€is, mixture, 9.6; 10.25; 49.14 

Mo8ep&tos, Moderatus, 19.5 

voipa, part, 4.25; 26.29 

Tis YuUXFis Lotpaa, parts of the soul, 

58.6 

yovds, 4, unit, Monad, the number one 
14. 11-16; 19.I-2; 19.12—24; 20.3; 
21.5-8; 52.24; 53-3, 53-8; 66.4; 67.28; 
73-145 94-303 95-I-5 

yovodiké, unique things, unique bodies, 

59-18; 62.17-27; 66.17; 66.26; 
67.10 

Yovaxas, as a single form, 47.3 

wovipos, stable, 12.25; 17.145 45.45 
50.8 
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yovoyevns, one of a kind, unique, 1.3; 
52.25; 59.14; 60.29-30; 61.2—6; 89.6; 
101.32-3 

Lovoeldns, TO yovoeldés, uniform, 
uniformity, 20.1; 37.8; 59.13; 59.18; 
61.18-21; 67.20; 70.3; 72.21; 86.25; 
98.6 

uovoTns, uniqueness, 59.11 

ydvoocis, uovotv, uniqueness, be unique, 
single, 3.17; 55.23-53 70.23 73-4 

udplov, part, 2.23; 15.18; 21.11-13; 59.30; 
73-19; 77.27; 81.1; GI.5—9; 91.26-7; 
96.14-24; 100.6-11 

Lopeav (kat& TO eiSos), to shape (in 
accordance with the form), 47.26-7 

yoppn, shape, 37.2; 74.24; form, 49.29 

udOos, pusiKds, myth, mythical, 95.27, 
95-31 


N 


veikos, Strife (Empedoclean), 18.7; 27.12; 
69.25 

velipos, nerve, 15.20-2 

vtTn, musical note one octave above 
UTraTn, 22.3-14 

Nixoyéxos, Nichomachus, 19.4. 

voeiv, think, cognize, 49.13; 54.10; 89.29; 
93-11; 96.25; 98.3 

voepés, intellectual, intellective, 3.6; 4.28 
13.22; 26.273 43.305 45.23 45.23-30; 
46.3-11; 46.28-9; 48.45 54.25 54.145 
58.9; 61.27; 67.26; 68.25; 70.4; 
70.15-18; 72.16; 76.31; 77.6-173 
77-31; 78.17; 80.21; 93.20; 94.21; 
95-1; 96.273 99.5—6; 99.16; 100.16 

vonois, intuitive thought (the activity of 
nous), 61.15-23; 69.153 70.30; 72.17; 
78.21; 83.11; 84.14-25; 91.19; 92.3; 
93-13; 98.19; 99.25 

vontos, intelligible, 3.6-8; 16.17; 16.25; 
23.18-19; 26.9-17; 26.24-6; 52.22; 
59.16; 68.24; 69.3—-6; 69.18; 69.26; 
72.31-2; 73.4-6; 77.12-17; 78.20-6; 
80.31; 82.5; 84.14-21; 85.25; 91.19; 
91-293 92-6; 93-12-19; 94.25; 96.30-3; 
98.1 

vontai évddes, intelligible henads, 
26.17 
vontov KéAAos, intelligible beauty, 

68.24 


’ 
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vontds Kdcyos, intelligible cosmos, 
26.24; 61.28 
vontt opaipa, intelligible sphere, 77.16 
vontos, intelligibly, in an intelligible 
manner, 26.26; 77.6-12; 93.20; 
100.10 
voos, vous, intellect, 1.11-225 2.25 2.155 3.75 
5.24; 16.17; 23.16-24; 24.10; 26.27; 
45.28-31; 46.5; 48.4; 53.30; 54.10; 
56.56; 58.1-6; 61.18; 64.2—7; 
69.13-15; 70.18; 72.15; 77.8; 77.26-9; 
80.3-4; 80.14—-18; 80.28; 82.5; 82.16; 
83.17; 84.14; 89.29; 92.6-19; 92.28; 
93-8; 94.18-30; 95.2—7; 95.18-20; 
96.7; 96.25—33; 98.24; 98.18; 99.9; 
101.3 
6 SnploupyiKds vows, demiurgic intellect, 
99-9 
6 eis vols, one intellect, 24.9—10; 98.18 
6 Beds vols, divine intellect, 84.22 
6 weOeKTOs vols, 6 &yEPeKTOS vols, 
participated intellect, unparticipated 
intellect, 45.31 ff. 
vooos, disease, 58.18; 62.32; 64.22 
votios, south, 75.28; 76.4 
Noupnvios, Numenius, 9.4 
Nv6, the Orphic principle Night, 24.27; 
53.22 


O 


dykos, volume, 20.10; 21.21-8; 22.16-20; 
25.1-3; 25.24-8; 28.4; 50.5; 50.25; 
69.20; 7I1.10-I1; 71.21; 74.3; 79.29; 
96.13 

dyxowv, make three-dimensional, give 
three-dimensional extension (cf. 
eEKTEIVOD), 25.7 

oikeios, appropriate, 10.6—-13; 11.28-9; 
12.7-8; 15.32; 16.21; 18.5; 20.5; 
22.27; 24.17; 26.26; 27.3; 38.12; 
44.8-17; 45.21; 49.29; 51.14; 52.45 
59-23; 67.5; 70.18; 71.9-16; 72.19; 
73-11; 73.21; 74.19; 83.2; 83.16; 
83.26; 89.9; 92.11; 92.2 I-32; 93-4-73 
94.1-2; 95.10 

*OxxeAos, Occelus, 38.1 

6Aikds (cf. dAos), universal, 2.5; whole, 
IO1.24 

6Aikods, in the manner of a whole, wholly, 
universally, 26.27; 62.2-5; 67.26 


6dos (cf. dA1Kds) 

whole, totality, 1.20-2; 2.4-13; 2.27; 
3-1-1} 4.30; 5.1-215 6.31; 13.225 
16.15; 16.26; 24.8; 26.27; 28.1; 36.28; 
43-I-I0; 44.1; 44.28; 45.23; 48.11; 
48.30; 49.32; 50.2253 53-30; 54.24; 
55-2; 50.12; 56.26; 57.4; 57.21; 58.12; 
61.26-9; 62.1-6; 65.31; 66.4-8; 
67.18-29; 68.15; 70.22; 72.23—-53 73-53 
73.23; 76.31-2; 79.20; 80.6; 81.24-7; 
83.22-5; 84.7-9; 84.24-33; 85.8; 
85.22; 88.30; 89.24; 91.19; 94.15 
96.12-14; 97.12; 98.16-27; 99.45 
99.20; 100.7—-13; 100.27—32; IOI.5; 
IOI.20-30 

universal, 7.2; 24.8; 50.30; 52.33 53-27; 
68.14; 72.9; 80.24; 81.27; 84.15; 
84.25-31 

dAov Ko SAov, SAos Sr SAou, through 
and through, in its entirety, 1.13; 6.3; 
3012) 

éAdtTns, wholeness, 1.1; 2.93 3-93 43-203 

44.7; 55.23; 61.27; 62.56; 67.26; 
72-253 99-4-53 99-21 


‘Oduutros, Olympus, 57.13; 80.8 


SyoArs, smooth, 50.11; 72.43 73-7; 97-215 
98.15; IOI.15 

SuryxAwSns, mistiness, 51.22 

dua, eye, 81.12; 84.7-8; 
85.16-23 

éuoyevrs, homogeneous, of the same kind, 
23.15; 38.20; 59.6 

éyoioyeprs, homoiomerous or having 
similar parts, 75.5-15 

dyoiowv, assimilate, 5.30; 46.19-23; 73-15 
98.27; 99.22 

dudAoya, mathematical terms that are 
rational in relation to one another, 
25.30 

duoAoyeiv, SuoAoyia 

agree, agreement, 17.27; 54.27; 55.1; 
92.20 
harmonize, 52.17; 98.23 

déyoovotos, of the same kind of substance, 
57:3 

éyudoTtorxos, having the same rank, 
15.15 

dv, Te dei Svta, eternal beings, 1.18; 99.27; 
TO yevnTas dv (as Opp. TO vornTds dv), 
having been in the generated mode 
100.9 
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dvoua, term or name, 2.3; 9.18; 14.9; 
90.10 

dvoudZelv, to denominate or call, 61.16; 
77-45 

dvtws, genuinely, really 15.5; 36.15; 65.24; 
72-30; 84.18; 87.33; 97-8; 98.5; 6. 
uepikd, genuine particulars, 3.2; 6. 
dvadoyia, genuine proportion, 24.18; 
6. &yaAua, genuine representation, 
25.10; 6. EVUAG TIP YUATE, 42, 23; 
43.31; 50.5; 6. TP, 44.6; 6. voepa 
ovoia 46.6; 6. povadikd, 67.10; d. 
arddei€is, 68.22; 6. doTtpovoyia, 
77.18; 6. aioOnors, 85.14; 6. cei, 
100.8 

dpav, Spaors, see, sight, 4.11; 6.2; 6.29; 
7.2-5; 8.2-4; 9.25}; 12.19; 17.10; 
31.293 33-28; 34.22; 44.12; 44.22; 
48.7; 51.2; 51.20; 79.23; 81.31; 82.9; 
84.9; 85.12-14; 85.22-31; 87.29; 
88.22; 90.25; 91.30 

dpatikds, able to see, 6.31 

dpatés, visible, 3.15 passim; 4.10; 5.14-153 
6.4-7; 6.18—-28; 7.3-7; 7.18; 7.29-32; 
8.1-7; 8.13-20; 9.9-28; 10.14; 
11.8-13; 12.17-26; 13.1; 17.8-9; 
26.31; 42.8; 44.18-23; 47.173; 52.26; 
57-25; 66.23; 78.17; 81.12; 84.9; 
85.18 

opyavikos, organic, 15.22—30; 
16.13 

dpyavov, organ, 79.25; 81.10—-20; 83.27; 
85.3-11; 86.2; 89.10; 91.3-11; 98.8; 
101.27 

dpekTov, TO TPdTov, the primary object of 
desire, 92.14 

dp8oSo0§aoT1kés, having correct opinion, 
97-27 

dpiouds, definition, 4.4—15 

épiotés, definiendum, 4.14 

dpos, (in mathematics) a boundary, term, 
1.16; 4.13; 19.13—-27; 23.7; 30.19; 
31.11; 32.95 35-325 36.31; 73.13; 
80.3 

Opes, Orpheus, 85.26; 95.4 

ovpavia, Ta, the heavens, 48.25; 48.29; 
51.8-15; 62.16; 74.27; 87.273 
88.7-20 

ovpadvios, heavenly, 9.28; 11.31; 12.9; 40.7; 
43-53 47-93 48.23-4; 56.28 

ovpavioss, celestially, 48.4 


ovipavés, heaven, 6.29; 10.31; 11.26; 
42.8-26; 43.2-6; 43.21-6; 44.1; 
47.6-20; 48.2-3; 48.13-15; 49.14-20; 
49-25-30; 50.1-7; 56.22; 70.22; 74.14; 
75.2; 76.3; 77-19; 87.20-9; 88.13; 
97-19; 100.3; IOI.11-13 

ous, the ear, 85.18 

ovoia 

Being, 23.17; 25.15; 28.3; 46.18; 52.1; 
72.21; 90.17; 92.30; 93.6; 96.29-33; 


100.2 





essence, I.12-14; 13.23; 17.20; 18.2; 
20.8; 25.15—-263; 37-11; 43-3; 40.9-14; 
46.293 47-21; 47-323 54.2; 59.20-1; 
68.15-17; 70.26; 74.25; 84.18-28; 
85.9; 86.20—4; 87.31; 88.4; 94.3; 98.2; 
99-25 

substance, 2.14; 8.3; 25.9; 36.30; 
42.17-18; 46.6; 46.19; 49.26; 50.1; 
50.195 58.93 78.305 99.35 

substrate, 14.30; 40.3 

kat’ ovjolav (opp. Kat’ évépyeiav), 46.9; 
50.19; 59.20; 68.17; 74.25; 86.24; 
87.31 

ovoiansdes, substantial, 25.7-18 
dxnua, vehicle, 60.2; 60.14; 72.14; 81.20; 
85.4 


TT 


TraOntt WAN, passive matter, 42.10 

TraOnTIKOs, passive, 39.7; 82.28 

TraOntikdds, in a passive manner, 85.7 

Tos, affection, something undergone 
7.6-9; 30.2; 83.26; 85.4 

as opp. yvors (knowledge), 83.29-31 

troAauoi, the ancients (philosophers, 
writers) 12.29; 80.19; 82.2; 92.13 

TO Tv, the universe, the cosmos, the 
world, 2.9—10; 2.235 3-193 4.2; 6.29; 
7.16-25; 10.7—8; 12.16; 12.28-31; 
18.4; 24.4; 27-14; 28.1-15; 30.8; 
38.16; 41.14; 45.13; 50.30; 53.133 
54-33 55-16-26; 56.1; 57-16-24; 
58.21-3; 59 passim; 60.15—29; 
61.3-13; 62.1—4; 62.28; 63.13; 
63.25-7; 64.2-5; 64.13-19; 65.15—-22; 
66.15; 67.22—7; 68.4; 68.16-19; 69.18; 
70.1; 70.18; 70.29; 71.20; 72.12; 
72-215 73-45 73-25-3135 74-75 75-335 
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76.325 77-25 77-173 78-18; 79.53 
79.22—9; 80.6; 80.13—-27; 81.3-5; 
81.17; 81.27; 82.1; 82.21-7; 83.4-5; 
83.14; 84.32; 85.21-9; 86.10-17; 87.1; 
87.12; 88.18-27; 89.10; 89.18-25; 
89.31; 90.9; 90.27-8; 91.7-8; 
Q1.16—20; 92.233; 93.2 3-30; 94.1-45 
95-25; 96.1; 96.10-13; 96.29; 97-I-I11; 
98.9; 98.24 
TO Trav vontév, the intelligible universe, 
16.24 
TO TeV TravTeAés, the all-perfect 
universe, perfectly complete universe, 
60.32; 61.3-9 
Trévta év Hoty, all things in everything, 
all things in all, 16.27; 26.23-5; 28.5; 
44.17; 88.16-31 
travteAns, all-perfect (see Zdov, Trev, 
TrapabSeryua), 1.2; 2.12; 16.24; 52.21; 
59-15 59-13-17; 61.3-9; 69.29-32; 
70.12; 77.6; 98.27; IOI.21 
TravTeAes, entirely, in all respects, 60.17; 
88.3 
travtorns, the totality, 61.27; 93.22 
Trapéyeiv, produce, introduce, 1.20-1; 2.2; 
16.17; 52.1; 54.21; 58.4; 59.19; 62.29; 
64.1; 65.19; 65.29; 70.27; 78.32; 
79-1 
Trapaéderyua, paradigm, 3.6; 3.17; 7.27; 
18.10; 59.12; 60.30; 63.28; 68.28; 
69.10-18; 70.5; 73.1; 92.2; 95.18; 
102.2 
TO TrapdSeryua travterés, the all-perfect 
paradigm, 59.13-14 
Tapelodvelv, worm into, insinuate itself, 
63.4; 78.25 
Tlapyevidns, Parmenides (the Presocratic 
philosopher), 69.23 
Trapodevelv, to pass through, 
75-31 
téoyxelv, to be affected, to undergo, 5.23; 
29.25; 64.24-8; 67.14; 79.26-7; 83.27; 
86.7; 89.16 
TO Trav Tr&OXOv, the universe undergoes, 
88.18; 89.18 
tratnp, father, 3.3; 45.273 52-33 53-73 54-63 
54-14-19; 69.4; 82.4; 89.28; 92.29; 
93-6; 93.28; 97-13; 99.14; IOT.23 
SUo Tratépes, two fathers, 93.29-30 
tratépov tratip, father of fathers, 
101.23 


TratpiKds, paternal, 54.10; 57.28; 61.24; 
89.29; 92.8; 92.30 

TO TAX, Taxus, TraxUTns, the dense, 
thick, 8.25; 10.5; 11.4; 40.10-14; 44.5; 
51.22 

Traxupepns, dense, 39.23-24; 40.31; 41.1; 
41.25—-7 

Trépas, limit, 1.18; 20.4; 37.2; 66.11; 72.3; 
73-11-15; 77-22; 80.1 

TrepiKdoulos, 6 vols, the intellect around 
the cosmos, 95.3 

Tépuxe, by nature, naturally (cf. puoikdds, 
@uvols), 18.20-5; 20.5; 24.31; 28.20; 
88.4 

tnyt, font or source, 16.16; 19.1; 
63.10-16; 64.8; 82.3 

tiotis, conviction, 51.12 

TAavayv, TAdvN, wander, (a) wandering, 
75.223; 97-16-30 

TA&tos, realm, breadth, 1.8; 74.4; 97.21 

TAdctoov, Plato, 1.19; 3.11; 9.53 10.11; 14.33 
14.13} 14.31; 15.28-32; 17.25; 19.6; 
20.5; 20.22—30; 21.1§—-20} 22.19-22; 
31-155 33-215 34-65 34-193 34-31; 
35-253 36.12; 37.153 41.14; 42.12-22; 
43-10-18; 49.1; 49.30; 50.12; 50.32; 
51.LI-123 55-133 55-27; 56.19; 58.11; 
62.24; 67.16; 71.1; 71.173 72.53; 76.18; 
76.29; 78.233 79.4; 82.20; 85.10; 
89.15; 89.26; 92.24; 94.16; 95.11; 
96.2-7; 96.28 

TlAatoovikds, Platonic, 12.10; 19.30; 33.28; 
41.15; 42.9; 42.24; 48.32; 68.21; 
78.22; 88.13; 95.29 

TAeupa, (mathematical) sides of a plane 
figure or factors of a number, 30.16; 
30.28-9; 31 passim; 32.5-12; 33.33 
33-235 34-19-2535 35-35 35-11-19; 
35-23-3335 36.1-; 40.13-30; 41.2; 
4i.II-12 

TA O0s, TANOUEly, (a) plurality, make a 
plurality, 18.28; 25.18-21; 34.14; 
47.323 62.20; 66.2—-10; 72.29; 73.12; 
80.4 

TAivOis “brick” (math., a number squared 
and multiplied by a smaller number), 
31.27 

TlAov tov, Pluto (the god), 56.25 

TlActios, Plotinus, 11.27; 88.12 

TrveUNa, animal spirits, 85.12; air, odour, 
81.14; 86.1; 86.19 
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trvon), exhalation (of a thing’s being), 25.7; 
74-24 

troigiv, make, create, 3.5} 3-19; 4.3; 5.21-93 
9-27; 12.28-31; 13.18-21; 14.9; 16.1; 
16.28; 17.27; 19.10—-28; 21.30-3; 
22.6-10; 23.26; 30.19; 31.8; 31.27; 
34.203 35.9; 35.20; 37.24-53 40.26; 
41.1; 44.133 45.45 45.22; 46.20; 47.11; 
47.24-5; 48.26; 49.14; 50.22; 51.30; 
55-3-133 57-26; 58.19; 59.20; 
61.13-20; 64.22-31; 65.7; 65.30-1; 
66.1; 67.7; 67.27; 68.25; 69.24; 72.3; 
74.12; 76.12; 79.8-13; 79.26; 80.22; 
81.16; 83.5; 84.1; 88.14; 89.10; 
90.1-4; 90.31; 91.13; 95.13; 96.1; 
97-21-30; 98.6-17; 99.133 99.25 

troinots, fabrication, creation, 2.13; 27.31; 
30.2; 66.2; 66.13; 70.30 

trointat, of, the Poets, 80.8; 80.29 

6 trointis, the Creator, 50.24; 69.4 

Trointikés, productive, creative, 9.21; 
16.133 47.235 54-7 

Tro1dtns, quality, 4.21; 25.4—-16; 37.7; 39-73 
56.29; 86.19 

TroAvywvov, polygon, 71.6—7; 75.8-14; 
76.14 

TroAveSpov, polyhedron, 76.10-9 

Tloppupios, Porphyry, 11.11 

TlooeiSév, Poseidon, 56.25 

tpcyyarta, facts or things, objects, 3.12; 
14.20; 15.3; 18.7; 20.2—9; 23.15; 28.3; 
28.20~7; 42.21—-4; 45.16; 64.1; 66.12; 
67.13; 78.16; 78.31; 82.29 

trpétrov, fitting, 68.6-8; 69.10-14; 
70.28-32; 71.17 

Trpoépxeo8an, to proceed, gone from (cf. 
Trpdeivan), 1.8; 15.21; 16.20; 18.4-8; 
20.29; 23.1; 23.22; 26.15-18; 46.12-6; 
52.21-4; 53.8; 74.26; 80.23; 91.3; 
92.7; 101.33 

trpoiSpueiv, pre-establish, 15.19 

Trpoiévau, to proceed, go forth (cf. 1pdeivon 
and trpoépxeoGan), 2.55 2.17; 6.1; 
8.3; 8.24; 15.16; 16.24—-9; 17.1; 
18.303 24.22; 25.8; 25.18; 25.20-30; 
26.5; 37-16; 51.143 53-3; 55-103 
56.31; 65-233 70-6; 77-25 77-295 
83.21-4; 84.3-5; 84.32; 93.21; 95-10; 
99-10 

TIpdkaos 6 Maddcotns, Proclus of Mallos, 
88.11 


tpdvoia, providence, 2.17; 3-3; 63.245 
98.13 
Tpdobos, procession, 13.27; 26.2; 44.25; 
45-12-29; 46.1-10; 47.6; 51.13; 78.32; 
102.2 
TO TIPOS TI, 19.2 
TrpouTapyelv, to pre-exist, 15.14 
Tlu8aydpas, Pythagoras, 8.9; 12.23 
TluGaydpeio1, Pythagoreans, 23.17; 
48.15; 53.2; 79.6 
Tp, TUPIOS, fire, fiery, 2.24; 3.30; 4.1; 
6.12-23; 7.16; 7.33; 8.7-28; 9 passim; 
10.I-I5; 10.30-I; I1.5-I1; 1I.24-31; 
12.3-27; 13.1; 13.13-14; 17.9-18; 
18.9-13; 25.9-16; 26.30-1; 27.4; 
37.18; 38.2; 38.20-5; 39.1-13; 
39.21-9; 40 passim; 41.3; 41.24; 
42.3-6; 42.27; 43.12-8; 43.22-31; 44 
passim; 45.2; 45.19; 47.9-21; 48.23-6; 
49-5-11; 50.6-25; 51.24; 56.13-29; 
57-5-8; 57-20-13 57-31; 58.2; 62.26; 
66.2 1-4; 74.13-15; 88.29 
Geiov TrUP, 43.30; 44.3 
ovpaviov TP, 12.9; 40.7; 47.9; 48.23 
truptoos, in the mode or manner of fire, 
43-273 49-153 50.3 


P 


été, quantities that are rational in 
relation to one another, 24.1; 25.30; 


33-24 
PiZa, root, 19.1; 45.11; see also Thy} 


2 


GEIpG, series, 24.25—9; 63.10 

oeAtvn, Moon, 9.13; 40.8; 42.20; 43.8-14; 
43-293 44-105 45.145 47-5103 
48.17-19; 49.2—4; 49-16; 50.7; 
51.9-16; 53.12; 56.23; 87.21; 87.30-2; 
97-17 

Deufipos, Severus, 95.29 

onuaively, signify, 13.25; 50.29; 77.24; 
80.17; 81.11; 99.33; 100.2; 100.30 

copes, wise, 75.20; 77.11; 82.13 

oTrépua, oTtepuaivelv, seed, sperm, beget, 
I1.15—-16; 66.20; 73.17-18 

otrovsatios, blessed person, 89.19 

OTGOIS, rest, 52.1; 72.22; 94.23; 96.9 
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otepeds, otepedt ns, solid, solidity 3.31; 4.1; 
6.4; 7-73 10.17-29; 11.22; 12.21-4; 
13.2-12; 17.14-16; 18.15; 28.12; 
29.12-18; 30.12; 31.21; 32.2-17; 
33-7-95 33-22-73 34-7-293 35.6-8; 
36.18-31; 37.30-2; 39.14-15; 40.1; 
40.12-20; 41.18; 41.31; 43.23; 
443-10; 47.13-183 50.8; 57.13-15; 
69.5; 71.33 75-10-16; 76.17 

otoixeiov, element, 2.27; 3.21; 5.21; 
6.6-24; 7.30; 8.11-15; 9.7; 9.28; 
10.24-Q; 1.5; 12.4; 13-13; 15.53 
17.17; 24.13-20; 28.17-27; 29.1-29; 
30.575 35-273 37-175 37-305 38.2-73 
39-13-25; 40.5; 41.14—-29; 42.10-26; 
43-2-93 43.235 44.25-6; 45-18-28; 
46.11; 46.25-7; 47.3-7; 48.3-16; 
49-4-31; 50.2; 50.31; 51.3-20; 52.20; 
53-10; 53.26; §4.16-17; 56.19-31; 
57-4-93 58.21; 59-7; 60.3-5; 62.24-75 
63.14-15; 65.12; 66.25-31; 67.11; 
73-3; 88.15-23; 90.2; 97.17; 98.22; 
991-4; 101.31 

oTpéepelv, to revert, 69.13; 93-11 

ouyyéveia, being akin, kinship, 3.16-26; 
38.24; 45.21; 51.15; 65.256; 69.28-9; 
70.43 70.32; 76.223 95.9 

ouuBorov, symbol, 16.14; 80.12-21; 80.32 

GUUMETPOV, Symmetry, 25.29; 29.15; 46.22; 
48.30; 63.13-15; 67.7-12; 73.8 

OULULY T'S, TUMUIKTOS, OULUIEIS, Mixed, 
mixture, 9.15; 49.26; 51.21-4; 74.26, 
83.28; 85.4 

oupTrdéeia, f, oUpTrabF}s, sympathy or 
co-affection, sympathetic, 24.6; 
37-273 53-19-275 59-315 83.31 

ouuTréoyxelv, be affected by the same thing, 
5:5 

ouuTrAnpotv, be composed, be complete, 
filled up, 5.30; 36.29; 49.233 56.20; 
57-4 

OULTIAT|PWOIS, CULTTAN PUTIKOs, 
composition, complete, 25.28; 29.9; 
58.25; 62.30 

ouypbeiperv, mutually destroy, 14.17; 

15.3 

ouuguelv, be connate, 15.15; 44.3; 66.29; 
80.28; 91.22 

ouvaisbdvecdai, cuvaicOnois, have 
consciousness, consciousness, 7.8—10; 


83.23 


ouvopudleiv, harmonize, 14.21; 34.21; 
36.13-225 37.233; 42.1; 53-30; 79.10; 
81.9 

ouvapTay, conjoin, 16.18; 81.18 

OUVEKTIKOS, Connective, 5.19; 17.2; 18.11; 
25.53 27-153 45.33 50.10; 67.26; 
7323-4 

ouvéeTov, composite, 4.18; 14.14; 35.28; 
36.28; 37.9-115; 43.19; 62.29; 63.18; 
64.10; 67.6; 74.19-22 

ouvvevelv, converge, 69.19; 73.22; 77.26; 
923 

OuVvUTTapXElV, CO-eXist, 47,21 

ouvugiotavai, bring forth with one 
another, 100,5 

opoipa, sphere, 7.1; 47.15; 49.4-10; 50.9; 
62.5; 69.5-24; 71.3-12; 72.2; 73.2} 
73.14-23; 75.11; 76.7-17; 77.16—-30; 
79:8 

opaipikés, spherical, 69.7—9; 69.28; 70.2—-4; 
70.32; 71.13; 71.29-30; 72.14; 72.28; 
73-2-215 74-7153 75-35 75-165 
77.6-18; 77.29; 78.1-12; 94.4; 98.24; 
tor.18-28; 1o1.18 

opaipoeiSnjs, spherical in/of form, 68.9; 
68.20; 72.12; 73.5; 73-19-30; 74.8-10; 
75-25 75-175 76-25 77-155 93-33 97-1 

opaipotv, to make spherical, 5,22 

opaipwors, making of the sphere, 99,5 

oxéats, relation, 19.3; 21.3; 22.28; 23.7; 
24.15 

oxfjua, shape, figure, 2.21; 9.7; 23.27; 
34-6; 34.29; 40.3; 49.33; 68.6-18; 
69.I-14; 70.1-27; 71.2-21; 71.31; 
72.10; 72.27-8; 73 passim; 74.2; 
74-16-27; 75-7-16; 76.3; 76.175 
76.31-2; 77-1; 78.30; 79.5-21; 86.25; 
93-33 94-43 99-53; 99.22; 101.18-28 

oxnyatiZeiv, to shape, 70,22-8 

owelv, preserve, 2.7; 18.27; 19.14; 27.3; 
53-14-19; 63.19-20 

LooKpatns, Socrates, 6,31 

odpa, body, 1.5-19; 4.2; 4.23-315 §.4-20; 
8.21-5; 11.28; 14.27; 23.24; 24.21-3; 
25.5; 25.23; 26.3—-10; 26.215 27.10; 
28.9; 30.25; 35-125 37-I-2; 39.10; 
40.17-19; 41.18; 42.13; 43.13; 45.7; 
47.8-14; 50.3; 50.26; 52.16; 53.12; 
58.16; 59.6; 60.4-14; 64.10-26; 
65.6-8; 66.20-9; 71.29—-30; 72.17-19; 
74:3-53 74-16; 75-53 78-4-5; 80.1; 
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81.1; 83.6-8; 84.15; 86.27; 89.2; 
90.233; 92.10; 92.32; 93-31-33 96.10; 
97-19; 98-17; 99-14; IOI.31-2 
owparixds, bodily, 4.25; 70.27; 72.26; 
80.27; 98.10-20; IOI.2 
owpartoed1)s, corporeal, 1.717; 2.145 
3-293 4.31~25 5-4-135 99.20 
owpatoupyeiv, make a body, 2.25; 71.19 
owortikds, such as to preserve, 53.16-8; 
64.11 


T 


Tals, order, 1.6—7; 3.75 4.10; 19.2; 19.235 
26.12-21; 37.21; 38.11; 41.8; 46.22—4; 
51.10; 51.29; 52.10; 53.30; 54.22; 
57.2; 70.11; 89.25; 91.24; 94.22; 
95-253 96.3-4; 96.26; 99.28 

TaTTelv, arrange, order, 47.31; 49.2; 76,22; 
80.9; 99,27 

tauTétns, sameness, The Same, 20.3; 
22.30; 23.1-8; 27.9-22; 37.8; 55-13 
78.15-28; 94.26 

teAelotns, completeness, perfection, 54.1; 
58.21; 59.12; 61.30; 62.1; 101.33 

teAecoupyés, perfective, 89.23; 91.25 

TETPAYOVIKOV, square, 33.2-4 

Ttetp&ywvos, quadrilateral figure generally, 
or square in particular, 30.16-21; 
31.4-10; 32.27; 33-7-16; 3.4.9; 

34-17 

Ttetpoxtus, Tetractys (Pythagorean), 50.2; 
53-6 

tetpas, tetrad (Pythagorean), 52.24; 
o3tS7 

vont tetpds, intellectual tetrad, 
52,22 
téxvn, craft, 48.7; 86.7; 89.23-30 
texvitns, craftsman, 58,2 

Tipyatos, Timaeus of Locri, 38,1; 79,6; 
101,9 

totros, place, location, 10.14; 11.28—30; 
12.I-12; 17.22; 39.4; 72-19; 73-303 
79-11; 94.10; 96.12; 96.23 

ToTikés, concerning total, local, 94.7 
tpids, triad (as Platonic-Pythagorean 
principle), 18.4-14; 52.24; 53.8 

tpotros, mode or manner, 1.15; 11.245 
15.9; 15.253; 16.11; 18.24; 19.10-17; 
21.32; 26.28; 28.26; 31.1; 38.14; 
39-13; 47-7-8; 48.7; 48.32; 50.7; 61.1; 


73.26; 77.26; 80.5; 80.32; 83.3; 84.22; 
Q1.15-21; 98.7; 101.2 
Trévtes TpdTrol, every mode, 28,6 
Tpogr, nourishment, 18.13; 63.8; 86.36; 
87.14-18; 88.14-25; 89.9-11; 93.27 
TUTros, impression, 83.12 
tUxn, chance, 64.20 


Y 


Uyeia (form of Uyieia, Uyis), health, 
63.12-18; 63.28-30; 64.9 

Uypos, wet, 18.10; 27.4; 37.24; 38.3 

Uypotns, dampness, moisture 25.14; 26.315 
37-193 37-29 

USap, water, 2.24; 6.13-21; 9.1; 9.225 
13.7—-10; 14.30; 18.11; 37.19; 38.3; 
38.21; 39.23; 41.1; 42.3-73 43.255 
44.16; 44.27; 45.45 45.19-20; 48.22-4; 
49-11; 50.12—23; 51.23; 56.13-18; 
74-9-13 

UAcios, material, 28.3; 57.12; 57-29 

UAn, matter, 9.13; 10.5—7; 17.19; 25.45 
25.13; 42.10; 46.18; 47.26; 51.10; 
55-0-10; 55.24; 57-30; 60.30; 
65.16-28; 78.25; 99.15; IOT.12 

WAikés, material, 1.6; 15.22; 44.7; 59.225 
60.8; 62.10 

Wueveodns, membrane-like, 50.27-9 

Guvos, hymn, 53.3 

Umrapls, existence, 45.4; 74.24 

Utrdtn, musical note one octave below the 
Vi|TN, 21.33; 22.2-14 

Utrepkdouos, hypercosmic, 46.2; 54.19; 
80.15 

Utrepdpios Seooopia, foreign theosophy, 
57-10 

Utrepoxn), superiority, 94.18 

UTrdBo8pov, foundation, 13.9 

UTroSoy7j, receptacle, 10.9; 90.13 

Urd8eo1s, basic principle, hypothesis 4.16; 
60.7 

Utro81}Kn THs NuKtés, the advice of Night, 
24.26 

Utroxeiuevov, subject, underlying subject, 
4.93 18.13; 21.21; 24.12; 25.3; 37.2; 
37-14; 58.22; 82.10; 86.20 

UtrootdOun, sediment, 44.9; 46.27; 
49-17551-275 56.235 65.24 

Utrdéotaors, subsistence, 4.23; 14.14; 27.26; 
80.12; foundation, 2.10 
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Ugeors, deterioration, lower form, 8.23; 
44-253 45-173 65.23-9 

Ugiaverv, crouch or lie below, 47.18; 
65.28 

UyndAovoia, high-mindedness, 62.24 

tyoors, rising (of heavenly body), 87.26 


co) 


paivopeva, appearances, 10.30; 11.14; 
29.30 

gavtacia, imagination, 83.11 

Pepexvbns, Pherecydes, 54.28 

pbaptikds, destructive of, 28.23; 59.10; 
94-15 

g8aptés, perishable, 9.14; 29.32; 43.315 
55-263 67.7 

@Oeipeiv, perish, 14.19; 55.5-6; 62.25; 
67.3 

@Giveiv, cause to decline, waste, 58.19; 
64.30; 87.21 

@Biois, waste, decay, 86.6; 87.19-31; 88.2; 
88.24; 89.9; 89.18; 93.26 

p8dvos, jealousy, 7.22 

Sop, destruction, 14.22; 55.4-12; 
60.18-21; 64.16-22; 67.6; 87.19-22 

giAia, friendship, kinship, 27.13; 27.20; 
52-175 53-143 53-255 54-73 54-17-2735 
55-1 

piAobecuev, lover of spectacles, 76.26 

gidos, 16 pidov, friendly, the friendly, 
53-15-19; 69.12 

giAdoogot, the philosophers (i.e. the 
Chaldean Oracles), 50.32 

giAdoogos, the philosopher (i.e. Plato), 
19.16; 42.25; 93.9 

giAoodpws, in a philosophical manner, 
72-75 7325 

Pidovidns, Philonides, 88.11 

Pag, flame, 8.22 

goitay, pervade, 7.3; 16.27; 24.4; 88.16 

ppdovnors, wisdom, 92.11; 94.18; 95.6-7; 
95-19 

poupntikds, guardian (Neoplatonic 
neologism), 91.23 

@vAdé, guardian, 52.4 

guoikds, physical, natural, (cf. 1épue), 
13.3-6; 14.27; 23.10; 23.27; 25.25; 
27.293; 30.11; 35-125 36.233 37-175 
40.23-30; 51.19; 57-25; 65.7; 68.20; 
79-75 83.31; 87.7 


T& puoikd, physical beings, the physical, 
23.14; 23.32; 36.20; 39.18; 41.13; 
5157 

6 guoikds, physical theorist, 57.25 

6 puoikds, physics, 23.12 

avodoyia @., physical proportion, 

&p18yoi ., physical numbers, 25.2 

é&pxai ., physical principles (see also 6 
uoikds Adyos), 37-14—5 

Suvauis ., physical power, 65.7 

Adyos >., physical principle, account, 
(see also ai puoikai &pyxat), 15.21; 
51.12-19 

guo1kdds, in a physical manner, from a 
physical point of view, physically, 
20.20; 23.333 27-2; 39-16; 40.16; 
41.16; 73.26; 74.7; 75-173 91-2; 91.31 

guoioAoyia, physiology, physical theory, 
12.30; 23.205 32.1; 35.26 

pvois, nature (cf. TrépuKe), 2.18; 3.16; 3.26; 
4.14; 9.6; I1.18; 12.5-14; 22.27; 
23.30; 24.2; 26.10; 26.24; 27.11; 29.33 
35-1; 37-26; 38.5; 38.19-28; 39.11-12; 
42.19-23; 47.25; 53.6; 59.28; 60.8-16; 
63.5-9; 63.31; 64.5; 65.8; 68.4; 72.27; 
73-20; 74.16; 75.7; 78.17; 81.3; 86.26; 
87.15; 90.30; 92.18; 92.31; 93-15 
94-3-53 94-28; 96.11; 97.17; 100.25 

4 ula puats, single nature, 24.7; 59.29; 
72.26; 86.26 

4) Nepikt) vols, partial nature, 55.8 

4 6An puvots, Universal Nature, 24.8-9; 
53-27 

owpatoeld1\s @uois, corporeal nature, 
1.17 

UAikewtépn pUols, more material nature, 
1.6 

gutov, plant, 82.22; 84.2; 85.5 

pds, pcos, light, 6.3; 6.28; 7.3; 8.2-4; 8.22; 
9-33 9-19-21; 10.2-11; 11.4; 16.17; 
17.11; 44.11; 50.10; 87.27; 88.1-5; 
91.29 

necessary for visibility, 8.1 passim 

a form of fire, 47.10 

of the sun, 47.12 

Ta Utrepkdoula pata, hypercosmic 
lights, 80.15 

TO Kata vot dds, light by virtue of 
intellect, 95.2 

poteives, bright, shining, 44.4; 80.7; 
80.12 
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potiZey, illuminate, 9.27-8; 44.22; 47.11; 
56.10; 87.26; 88.6; 88.21 
gotoeidss, luminous, 6.28; 80.6 


Xx 


xapoxtnpiZeiv, to characterize, 10.12; 
44.18; 82.21 
xeip, hand 
not required by the universe, go.18-32; 
91.24 
nature has the form of, 47.26 
xElpoov, inferior, 47.33 
xOdvios, terrestrial, 28.7; 43.26 
x8ov6s, beneath the earth (from Orph. fr: 
(Kern) 168), 45.11 
Xopdn, note, 22.13 
xopeverv, dance (cosmos dancing), 93-14. 
xopnyos, conductor, 17.4; supplier of 
means to a purpose, 37.11 
xopés, chorus (of stars), 9.10 
xpovikds, temporal, 5.26; 100.8 
xXpdovos, time, 1.13; 4.19; 12.29; 54.13-18; 
55-10; 100.I-14; 100.30-2 
6 &trelpos xpdvos, unlimited time, 
54.18 
Xpuo6 étrn, the Golden verses, 53.6 
xpucds (xpUcElos, 23.29), golden, gold, 
14.293 24.25-6 
xpapuata, colours, 8.1; 84.16; 86.18 
xupds, flavour, 86.19; 87.15 
X@pa, Xdpos, space, place, 9.2; 55.155 
67.25 73-333 79-95 97-18 
Xopeiv, retire, withdraw, 75.23; 93-17; 
93.28 


Y 


evdrs, false, 8.14; 12.5 
evdi\s 86€a, false opinion, 23.26 


wogos, a sound, 84.17; 86.19 
wuxtos, able to be cooled, 64.23 
vis, a cooling, 25.14 
wuxn, soul, 1.4; 2.14-20; 4.19; 5.26; 14.28; 
19.73 23-23-45 47-28-31; 48.4; 51.13; 
53-28; 55.9; 56.7; 61.25; 72.10-18; 
80.2; 80.14-18; 83.5; 92.19; 94.24; 
95-10; 97.27; 99.28-31; 101.2 
Soul as opp. Intellect, 23.23; 58.4; 
72.15-16; 80.3 
4 tot AAtou wuxn, the soul of the sun, 
7.2 
Gia yuxn, divine soul, 5.25—-6; 101.17 
4 tot Kdopuou wux7, the soul of the 
cosmos, 1.10; 1.21 
4 wi yuxn, one Soul = universal 
Nature, 24.9 
4 Tis yuyajs vonots, the thought of soul, 
72.16-17 
4 OAn wuxn, the universal soul, 7.2; 
72-9 
1) wuxfis ovoia, the essence of soul, 
1.14 
4 tot travtds wux7, the soul of the 
world, 79.29-80.1 
uxikds, psychic, 1.8; 4.27; 14.27; 48.4; 
60.3; 60.13; 95.8 
wuxoyovia, generation of the soul, 20.28; 
52.11 
wuxoKxpatop, Ruler of Souls, 58.7 
wuxovv, to animate, 5.25, 61.25 
wuxpds, cold (see also WEis, puKTés), 
37-24; 38.3-4; 58.16; 64.14; 64.2 1-8; 
65.2; 84.1 
wuxpdtns, coldness, cold, 29.27; 37-195 
37-293 65-6 
wuxoors, ensoulment, 99.8 


W 


‘Wxkeavos, Oceanus 49.18 
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General index 


The primary vehicle for finding material within the translation is intended to be the word 
index and glossary; from within the translation this index will only include (i) topics from 
the introductory section and (ii) parenthetic references to works other than the Timaeus 
thereafter. It is designed chiefly to help readers locate names, passages, and topics discussed 


in the introduction and notes. 


Abaris the Hyperborean 47 


Adrastus 132, 134, 135 
Aétius 97, 104 
Albinus 52 


Alcinous 143 
Alexander of Aphrodisias 41, 42, 44, 48, 
491 57> 69, 739 97 147, 156 
All-perfect Living Being 1, 2, 5, 19, 27, 
SR TOs 4 
Ammonius 29 
Anaximenes 50 
Antiochus of Ascalon 
Aphrodite — 73 
Apollo 74. 
Archimedes 
Archytas 
Ares 73 
Aristotle, works of 
An. Post. 27, 28, 29, 30, 69 
An. Pro 112 
Cael. 7,18, 49, 52, 53, 85, 86, 87, 91, 
115, 117, 131-3, 150, 154 
De An. 41, 42, 44, 47 
De Sens. 147 
De Som. 141, 145 
EE 105 
EN 105, 115 
Gen. et Corr. 
148 
Metaph. 46, 60, 69, 154 
Mete. 48, 49, 57, 61, 86, 87 
PA 147, 151 
Phys. 4, 50, 53, 54, 86, 120, 129, 
154 
[Problems] 
Top. 48 


23,50 


97, 135 
9, 66, 80 


41; 44-5, 47, 61, 84, 86, 


47, 61 
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Atlantis 3 
Atticus 163 


Baltzly,D. 7, 22, 27 
Barker, A. 66 
Barnes, J. 69 
Blumenthal, H. J. 
bond of the universe 
Brenk, FE. 52 
Burkert, W. 97 


142, 143 
II-16, 19-20 


Calcidius 146 

Chaldean Oracles ix, xii, 9, 27, 39, 49, 50, 
I00-I, 106, IIO, III, 127, 136, 139, 
I4I, I5O-I, 153, 164 

Cherniss,H.F. 50 


Cicero 50 
Cleomedes 30, 132-4, 159 
Cornford, FF 14, 15-18, 64, 
142 
Corpus Hermeticum 39 
cosmos 
as divinity v, 21-7 
as living being 19-21 
indestructible 107-8 
shape of 2, 26, 27-8 


Cousin, V. xi 


daemons = 51-2 

Damascius 157 

Decad 41, 44 

Demiurge 28, 38, 4o, 50 
ten giftsof 2, 37 

Democritus 75-80 

demonstration (apodeixis) 

Des Places, E. xii, 39 
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General index 


Diehl, E. _ x, xi, 47, 48, 60, 67, 71, 74,96, Iamblichus _ x, xii, g—10, 24, 29, 30, 41, 


102, 113, 115, 136, 141, 154 42144) 455 921 53 55s 56, 62, 83-4, 
Diels, H. 45, 49 104, 124, 129-30, 135, 143, 157 
Dillon, J. ix, x, xii, 41, 42, 50, 52, 62, image 3, 11 

129 Intellect 26, 38, 39, go 
Diogenes Laertius 56 intellectual beings x, 40 
Dionysius 74 intellectual-and-intelligible beings 40, 
disparity between lemma and text of Plato IIo 

60, 102, 103, 10g, 112, 124 intelligible beings x, 25, 28, 4o 
Dodds, E.R. _ ix, xii, 45, 111 
D’Ooge, M.L. 10-12, 62, 64, Jackson, R. ix, 63 

78 
dyad 55-6 Kirk, Raven and Schofield — 107 

Kroll, W. xi, 39, 61, 70, 78, 96, 104, 142, 
elements 143, 147, 159 
construction by proportion 8, 15-18, 
81 Lamberton, R. 73 
defining characteristics of 7-8,17-18, Lang,H. x, xii 
53, 61 Lernould, A. 1, 37 
number of 7-8 Lewis, E. 56, 57 
shapes of 86-7 Lewy, H. 100-1, 106, 110, 111 
Empedocles 48, 61, 73, 126 Linley, N. 104 
Epicureans 120 Lycos, K. ix 
Eratosthenes 80, 81 
Euclid 4, 12, 71, 77, 80, 129-30, 135 Macro, A.D. x, xii 


Majercik, R. xii, 39, 100 
Festugiére, A.J. ix, 30, 37, 38, 39, 41, 48, Mansfeld, J. 1 
50, 58, 60, 61, 63, 65, 67-8, 69, 70,74, Marinus 9, 56, 62 


76, 80, 86, IOI, 102, 104, 105, 107, Menaichmus 80 

113, LIA, 122, 125;.132;. 134, 137; Moderatus of Gades 62 

138, 141, 143, 150, 154, 156,159,165 modes ofexistence 51, 91-2, 96 
Finamore, J. x, 45, 141 Moreau, J. 50 
friendship (philia) 24, 105, 106, 107 Morrow, G.R. ix 


music 15, 18, 66-7 
Geminus 30, 134 


Gersh,S. 23, 40 natural motion 52-3 
Gerson, L. 29, 30 natural place 7, 52-3 
Guthrie, K.S. 84 Nature (i.e. the lowest level of Soul) 1, 
20, 30 
Harder 84 Nicomachus of Gerasa 9-11, 56, 62, 64, 
Heath, T. 9, 14, 15-16, 62, 80, 97, 65, 78 
137 number(s) 
heavenly bodies 2, 7, 21, 22, 49, 97-8 plane and solid 12, 16-17 
Sun 22, 46 similar 12, 164 
Hephaestus 73, 127, 140 Numenius 48 
Heraclitus (first century aD) 73 
Hierocles 54 O’Meara, D. 9, 104 
Hippocrates 75-80 Occelus of Lucania 84, 148 
Hippocrates of Chios 79 Old Academy 69 
Homer 73, 74, 118, 127, 161 Olympiodorus _ ix, 9, 63, 99, 106, 
hypercosmic souls 25 118 
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One-Being 19, 58-9, 113 

O’Neill, W. ix 

Opsomer, J. x 

Orphica _ ix, xii, 70, 93, 97, 99, 104, 105, 


106, IIQ, 127, 139, 140, 142, 146, 
152,057 


Pappus 128 
paradigm 3, 6, 11 
Parmenides 50, 126 
Pasquali, G. xi 
Pherecydes 107 
Philip of Opus 51 
Philolaus 149 


Philoponus 29, 38, 41, 44, 49, 53, 69, 
85, 88, 120, 143 
Pindar 136 
Plato, works of, apart from Tim. 
Epinomis 22-3, 51 
Gorgias 61,97 
Laws 26, 51, 56, 157 
Meno 160 
Parmenides 19, 27, 39, 58; 
127 
Phaedo 22, 39, 92, 99 
Phaedrus 22, 38, 152 
Philebus 27,120 
Republic 29, 45, 46, 69, 71, 91, IOI, 
136, 139 
Sophist 
Statesman 
Symposium 51, 56 
Theaetetus 136, 143 
Plotinus 4, 7, 20, 23-4, 40, 47, 52, 149, 
155 
Plutarch of Chaeronea 50, 52, 
97-8 
Porphyry — xii, 10, 39, 51, 525 74 79, 107 
116 


Praechter, K. 1, 60 
Pritchard, P. 14 
Proclus, works of, apart form in Tim. 
de Aet. 107-8 
de Mal. 24 
Elements of Physics 29 
ET 5, 19, 20-1, 37, 38, 39, 51, 91-2, 
96, 108, 117, 128, 129, 138, 143, 155, 


162 
in Alc. 49, 126 
in Crat. 109, 153 
in Euc. 28, 29, 65, 156 


in Parm. 
157 
in Remp. 45, 73-4, 78, 104, 106, 118, 
122, 141, 161 
Plat. Theol. 2, 46, 52, 59, 71, 104, 116, 
E273 E999: TS7. 
Proclus Procleius of Laodicea 104. 
proportion 8-11, 19, 20-1, 62, 63-5, 71, 
81-2, 105 
Ptolemy 128, 135 
Pythagoras and Pythagoreans 12, 14, 
24, 29, 44, 47, 54, 60, 62, 66, 68, 69, 
97-8, 103, 104, III, 157 


5-6, 28, 39, 126, 127, 129, 


Reydams-Schils, G. 50 
Ross, W.D. 112 


Saffrey, H.D. x, xii 
Schrenk, L. 45 
Segonds, A. x, xi 


self-sufficiency 26 
sense perception 25-6, 41, 45, 59 


Share,M. x 

Shaw, G. 24 

Sheppard, A.D.R. 73-4. 

Simplicius 49, 59, 73, 85, 87, 120, 133, 
150 

Siorvanes, L. 19, 45 

skopos 

Sodano, R. xii 

Sorabji, R. ix, 30, 45, 88, 143, 154 

Spinoza, B. 22 

Steel,C. x, 154 

Stoicism 23, 37, 50, 56, 57, 70, 150 

Suda 111 

syllogism 28 

Syrianus 60, 73, 80, 81, 104, III, 113, 


116, 154, 158 


Tarrant, H. ix 

Taylor, A.E. 14, 65 

Taylor, Thomas ix, 52 

textual emendations 39, 46, 59, 63, 69, 
70, 71, 76, 78, 81, 83, 94, 96, 102, 
104, 105, 108, 109, III, 141, 142, 
143, 147, 154, 155, 156, 159, 165 

Themistius 41, 42, 44, 69 

Theon of Alexandria 128, 135 

Theon of Smyrna 9-10, 11, 30, 62, 78, 
132, 134 


Theophrastus 45, 49, 50 
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Thesleff, H. 47, 84. 


Thomas, I. 135 
‘Timaeus Locrus 
Tracy, T. 64, 65 


12, 50, 122, 138, 164 


Van den Berg, R.M. ix, x 


Varro 23 
vehicles of souls 
virtue (areté) 24 


Xl, 22-3, 45, 59» 145 


West, M.L. 104, 105, 152 


Westerink, L. G. 


X, Xl, xii, 104, 126 
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wholeness (whole v. part) 2, 3-6, 24, 37, 


39 
Witt, R.E. ror 


World Soul 2, 4, 6, 20, 23, 41, 42, 
455 50 
Xenarchus 87 


Xenocrates 52 


Zeller, E. 80 
Zeus 73, 107 
Zintzen,C. 52 


